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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 
This document is the Second RevisedProposed Final Environmental Impact 

Report (EIR) prepared to evaluate the potentially significant environmental impacts of 
the 1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence project and has been prepared in accordance 
with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Additional 
information regarding why a Revised Draft EIR and a Ssecond Revised Draft EIR has 
beenwere prepared for the project is provided in Section 1.4 below. 
 
1.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 

The project site is located at 1837½ El Camino de la Luz, Santa Barbara, 
California.  The site is within the West Mesa neighborhood in the southern portion of the 
City (Figure 1.1-1). 

 The proposed project is a request to construct a new two-level single-family 
residence that would provide 1,614 gross square feet of livable floor area and 2,089 gross 
square feet of total floor area.  The residence would be developed on a vacant 23,885 
square foot parcel located north of and adjacent to the Pacific Ocean, south of La Mesa 
Park, and west of and adjacent to Lighthouse Creek.  Access to the project site is 
proposed to be provided using private driveway easements that extend southward from 
the terminus of El Camino de la Luz, which is a public street.  

The proposed residence would be located in the northwest corner of the project 
property.  The southern portion of the property consists of a coastal bluff that rises 
approximately 105 feet above the adjacent beach.  The eastern portion of the property 
consists of a canyon slope that rises above the Lighthouse Creek channel.  The height of 
the canyon slope on the project site varies between approximately 25 to 35 feet, and near 
the proposed residence building site the slope is approximately 25 feet in height.     

Concerns have been expressed by the public regarding the potential for the 
proposed residence to adversely affect views of the ocean provided from La Mesa Park 
and surrounding areas.  Additional issues of concern have included: slope stability, 
adequacy of routine and emergency vehicle access, and the locations of the top of the 
ocean bluff and the top of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope used in the project analysis. 

The design of the proposed project evaluated by this EIR has been substantially 
revised compared to the previous design that was evaluated by the original and First 
Revised Draft EIRs.  The major design change has resulted in a substantial reduction in 
the height of proposed residence.  The original residence design had a maximum height 
of 35 feet above grade and the current project design has a maximum height of 25 feet 
above grade.   

 Discretionary approvals required for the proposed project include a Coastal 
Development Permit approved by the Planning Commission, and review and approval of 
the project’s design by the City’s Single Family Design Board.  An appeal of the  
  



Figure 1.1-1
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Planning Commission’s action on the requested Coastal Development Permit would be 
heard by the City Council.  If further appealed, the project would be considered by the 
California Coastal Commission.  Other approvals required to implement the project 
include a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife; and a permit/permit waiver for proposed storm water discharges to Lighthouse 
Creek from the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

 
1.2 PURPOSE AND LEGAL AUTHORITY FOR THIS DOCUMENT 

 
 The 1837½ El Camino de la Luz project requires discretionary approvals by the 
City of Santa Barbara.  Therefore, the project is subject to the environmental review 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).   

In accordance with Section 15121(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of an 
EIR is to serve as an information document that “…will inform public agency decision-
makers and the public generally of the significant environmental effects of a project, 
identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable 
alternatives to the project…”  This EIR has been prepared as a “Project EIR” pursuant to 
Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines.  This section states that “…this type of EIR 
should focus on the changes in the environment that would result from the development.  
The EIR shall examine all aspects of the project, including planning, construction and 
operation.” 

 Impacts evaluated by this EIR were identified as being potentially significant 
environmental impacts by the Initial Study prepared for the project.  CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15143 indicates that “an EIR shall focus on the significant effects on the 
environment.  The significant effects should be discussed with emphasis in proportion to 
their severity and probability of occurrence.  Effects dismissed in an Initial Study as 
clearly insignificant and unlikely to occur need not be discussed further in the EIR unless 
the Lead Agency subsequently receives information inconsistent with the finding in the 
Initial Study.” 

 The CEQA Guidelines also provide guidance regarding the standards of adequacy 
for an EIR.  Section 15151 of the Guidelines states: “An EIR should be prepared with a 
sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information which enables 
them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental 
consequences.  An evaluation of environmental effects of a proposed project need not be 
exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably 
feasible.  Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR 
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.  The courts have 
looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and good faith effort at full 
disclosure.” 
 
 This document is tThe Second Revised EIR prepared for the 1837½ El Camino de 
la Luz residence project and was the third Draft EIR circulated for public review.  The 
original Draft EIR was circulated for public review in 2006 and the first Revised Draft 
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EIR was circulated for public review in 2012, but neither of those previous draft EIRs 
were finalized or certified.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 indicates that an EIR is to 
be recirculated for public review when “significant new information is added to the 
EIR…”  Information added to this the Second Revised Draft EIR that is considered to be 
significant pertains to the revised location identified for the top of the western slope of 
Lighthouse Creek on the project site; an evaluation of the stability of the creek bank; the 
designated location of the top of the coastal bluff on the southern portion of the project 
site; and calculated rates of ocean bluff retreat at the project site. 
 
1.3 SCOPE AND CONTENT OF THIS EIR 
 

Impact Evaluation.  After circulating a Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration 
for the 1837½ El Camino de la Luz residence project, the Planning Commission 
determined during a hearing conducted on June 16, 2005 that an EIR would be required 
to evaluate project-related aesthetic impacts.  Following this determination, the Santa 
Barbara Planning Division prepared a Revised Initial Study (2006) for the proposed 
project.  The 2006 Revised Initial Study is provided in Appendix A of this EIR.   

The Revised Initial Study concluded that the proposed residence could result in 
significant aesthetic impacts, resulting primarily from the potential for the structure to 
result in substantial changes to existing views of the Pacific Ocean that are provided from 
La Mesa Park and surrounding areas.  Since the development of an alternative project 
design on the bluff-top project site could have the potential to result in significant 
geologic impacts, the EIRs have also evaluated the potential for the proposed project and 
the design alternatives to result in significant geologic hazard impacts.  The Revised 
Initial Study concluded that project-related impacts to other environmental issue areas 
would not be significant, or would be reduced to a less than significant level by 
implementing mitigation measures identified by the Initial Study.  Therefore, as 
described by CEQA Guidelines Section 15063 (c)(3), the environmental impact analyses 
provided by the EIRs prepared for the project have been focused on Visual Aesthetic and 
Geology impacts. 

Since the Revised Initial Study and the original Draft EIR were prepared in 2006, 
the design of the proposed single-family residence has been revised, primarily to reduce 
the height of the structure consistent with the requirements of a mitigation measure 
provided by the original and first Revised Draft EIRs.  The analysis of the proposed 
project’s potential to result in significant aesthetic impacts has beenwas updated in this 
the Second Revised Draft EIR to reflect the design changes made to the proposed project. 

 Alternatives Analysis.  The analysis of alternatives to the proposed project 
provided by this EIR (Section 8.0) has been prepared in accordance with the requirements 
of Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines and focuses on alternatives capable of 
eliminating or reducing significant the adverse environmental effects of the project while 
feasibly attaining most of the objectives of the project.  The alternatives to the proposed 
project evaluated in this EIR include:  
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 No Project Alternative.  This alternative assumes that the project site would 
remain in its present condition and the proposed residence would not be 
developed. 

 
 Smaller Project Alternative.  This alternative evaluates the impacts of 

developing a residence on the project site that has 484 fewer square feet of 
total floor area than the proposed project.   The location of the smaller 
residence on the project would be similar to the location of the proposed 
residence.  Depending on the final design of this alternative, the structure 
height could be similar to that of the proposed project or portions of the 
structure could be taller or shorter.  This alternative would result in a slight 
increase in on-site earthwork for site preparation. 
 

1.4 EIR PREPARATION HISTORY FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
 
 This document is the Second Revised Draft EIR prepared for the 1837½ El 
Camino de la Luz residence project.  A description of the previous EIRs prepared for the 
project (the original Draft EIR, and First Revised Draft EIR and Second Revised Draft 
EIR) is provided below.  Reasons for preparing a Second Revised Draft EIR are also 
described below.  
 

Original Draft EIR.  The original Draft EIR prepared for the 1837½ El Camino 
de la Luz residence project was circulated for public review in November 2006.  A 
Planning Commission hearing on the Draft EIR was conducted on January 11, 2007. 
Responses to comments submitted on the Draft EIR were prepared and on May 22, 2008 
the Planning Commission held a public hearing to consider a Proposed Final EIR and to 
also consider taking final action on the proposed project.  At the hearing the Planning 
Commission requested that additional geological investigations be conducted for the 
project consistent with the requirements of a mitigation measure included in the Draft and 
Proposed Final EIR.  The Planning Commission did not certify the Final EIR or take 
action of the requested project permit. 

 
The geologic investigation mitigation measure included in the original Draft EIR 

required additional study of the project site to determine if a previously reported bedding 
plane fracture actually existed on the site.  Additional studies of the project site were 
recommended by the EIR because a bedding plane fracture, if it existed, could have the 
potential to result in a significant slope stability impact.  The proposed mitigation 
measure described the types of investigations to be conducted, and required that 
additional slope stability analysis be provided if it was determined that the bedding plane 
fracture existed on the project site and had the potential to result in a significant slope 
stability impact.  The mitigation measure also required that if necessary, the proposed 
project be revised to ensure that it did not result in a significant slope stability impact.   

 
First Revised Draft EIR.  In response to the request by the Planning 

Commission that additional study of the geologic conditions of the project site be 
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conducted prior to taking an action on the proposed project, the required geological 
investigation was completed in 2009, and an additional slope stability analysis was 
completed in 2011.  The 2009 investigation determined that the previously reported 
bedding plane fracture did not exist on the project site.  The 2011 slope stability analysis 
evaluated several potential slope failure mechanisms that could have the potential to 
affect the project site and determined that the proposed project would not result in a 
significant slope stability impact.  The 2009 site investigation and 2011 slope stability 
evaluation reports are provided in Appendices B and C of this Second Revised EIR, and 
information provided by the reports is summarized in EIR Section 5.2 (Geology).   

 
The First Revised Draft EIR also included other minor revisions to the original 

Draft EIR, including the addition of a project-related climate change impact analysis 
(revised Section 7.2), and updates to the analysis of cumulative aesthetic and geologic 
impacts (Sections 5.1.4 and 5.2.4, respectively).  In addition, the First Revised Draft EIR 
was amended to omit the requirements of the previously proposed mitigation measure 
(former measure GEO-3a) that required additional geological studies of the project site 
because the requirements of that mitigation measure were completed.  

 
The First Revised Draft EIR was circulated for public review in March 2012, and 

a public hearing to consider the adequacy of the EIR was conducted by the Planning 
Commission on April 5, 2012.  A Final EIR was not prepared pending further analysis of 
issues raised in public comment.  Public comment letters on the 2012 First Revised Draft 
EIR are provided in Appendix I of this EIR along with topical responses that address the 
most frequently submitted comments that pertain to the adequacy of the environmental 
impact analysis provided by the 2012 EIR.  In accordance with the State CEQA 
Guidelines, responses to comments submitted on the 2012 EIR will be provided as part of 
the Final EIR prepared for the project.   

 
Second Revised Draft EIR.  Public comments on the First Revised Draft EIR 

focused on several issues, including the location of the top of the ocean bluff on the 
project site, the location of the top of the canyon slope for Lighthouse Creek on the 
project site, and the stability of the Lighthouse Creek channel slope located on the eastern 
portion of the project site.   

 
Additional Geology Analysis.  In response to public comment on the First 

Revised Draft EIR, two additional geologic evaluations of the project site and the 
proposed project were conducted in 2013.  In summary, the 2013 evaluations provide the 
following information:  

 
 A revised “top of bluff” on the southern portion of the project site was 

identified.   
 

 Updated information regarding the rate of bluff retreat at the project site. 
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 A revised top of canyon slope for Lighthouse Creek on the eastern portion of 
the project site was identified.   

 
 A slope stability analysis for the western slope of the Lighthouse Creek 

Canyon.   
 
The additional site investigations were reviewed by the California Coastal 

Commission staff geologist who concurred with the revised top of bluff location at the 
project site; previous slope stability analysis prepared for the project site coastal bluff; 
new information regarding the rate of coastal bluff retreat at the project site; and 
assumptions used to evaluate the possible effects of sea level rise on the coastal bluff at 
the project site (Johnsson, 2013).  The staff geologist indicated that the slope stability 
analysis for the Lighthouse Creek Canyon needed to clarify information regarding the 
type of foundation that would be used to construct for the proposed residence, and that 
information is provided in this EIR.  The information provided by the additional geologic 
evaluations is summarized in Section 5.2 of this Second Revised Draft EIR and the 
complete reports are provided in Appendices D and E.   

 
Revised Project Design and Other Impact Analysis.  The Second Revised Draft 

EIR also includes included revisions related to the design of the proposed project and the 
potential impacts of the project, including:  

 
 Updates to the Project Description (Section 3.0) to reflect changes that 

have been made to the design of the proposed residence.  In general, the 
western elevation of the currently proposed residence would have a 
maximum height of 15 feet above grade and the eastern elevation would 
have a maximum height of 25 feet above grade.  The proposed building 
heights are approximately six to ten feet lower, respectively, than the 
maximum heights of the previously proposed residence.   
 

 Updated analysis of the project’s aesthetic impacts (Section 5.1).  This 
analysis reflects the proposed changes to the design of the residence. 

 
 Updated analysis of the project’s consistency with applicable plans and 

policies (Section 6.0), including new General Plan policies adopted in 
2011 and 2012, and policies regarding bluff top development included in 
the City’s updated Safety Element (2013). 

 
 Updated analysis of alternatives to the proposed project (Section 8.0) to 

reflect new information regarding the revised project design and new 
information regarding the geologic conditions of the project site.   

 
 A new section that describes the environmental impacts of the proposed 

project that have been determined to be less than significant.  The Impacts 
Found Not to be Significant section (Section 9.0) summarizes analysis 
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provided by the Revised Initial Study prepared for the project, and where 
necessary, updates that information to reflect changes made to the design 
of the project and changes to environmental conditions at the project site.   

 
Responses to Public Comments on the Previous Project EIRs.  CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088.5 (f) indicates that when an EIR is recirculated in its entirety, 
which has been done with the First and Second Revised Draft EIRs, the Lead Agency 
(see section 1.5 of this EIR) is not required to prepare responses to comments on the 
previous version(s) of the EIR.  However, for information purposes responses to 
comments submitted on the original Draft EIR are included in Appendix F. and topical 
responses that address the most frequently submitted comments that pertain to the 
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis of the 2012 EIR are provided in Appendix 
I.  Responses to comments submitted on both the First and Second Revised Draft EIRs 
will beare provided as part of thein Final EIR Appendices I and J. prepared for the 
proposed project.   

 
1.5 LEAD AND RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES 
 

The City of Santa Barbara Community Development Department, Planning 
Division, is the Lead Agency responsible for the completion of this EIR and the 
environmental review of the proposed project.  Responsible Agencies for the proposed 
project include the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, which will require the 
issuance of a Streambed Alteration Agreement for a proposed stormwater discharge pipe 
that would be located within the channel of Lighthouse Creek; and the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, which will require a permit/permit waiver for proposed 
stormwater discharges to Lighthouse Creek.  The California Coastal Commission would 
take action on the requested Coastal Development Permit if the project is appealed to the 
Coastal Commission.   

 
1.6 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT PROCESS 
 

 The procedural requirements for the preparation, review and adoption of an EIR 
are outlined below as provided in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and 
the State and City CEQA Guidelines..   

1. Notice of Preparation (NOP).  After determining that an EIR is required for a 
project, the Lead Agency files a NOP soliciting input on the EIR scope of analysis 
to "Responsible," "Trustee," and any involved federal agencies.  The NOP is also 
distributed to the State Clearinghouse if one or more state agencies is a 
responsible or trustee agency, and to parties previously requesting notice in 
writing (CEQA Guidelines Section 15082; Public Resources Code Section 
21092.2).  The NOP is posted in the County Clerk's office for 30 days.  A scoping 
meeting to solicit public input on the issues to be assessed in the EIR is required 
under City CEQA Guidelines.  For the project, the NOP was circulated for agency 
and public review and comment from August 31 to October 3, 2005.  The Santa 
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Barbara Planning Commission conducted a public environmental scoping hearing 
on September 22, 2005.  A copy of the NOP and the written comments that were 
submitted are provided in Appendix A. 

 
2. Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  The DEIR must provide the 

following information (State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15120-15131):   
 

 Table of Contents  
 Summary 
 Project Description 
 Environmental Setting 
 Significant Environmental Impacts (direct; indirect; cumulative; growth-

inducing; and unavoidable impacts)  
 Mitigation Measures 
 Alternatives to the proposed project  

 
3. Public Notice and Review.  A Lead Agency prepares a public Notice of 

Availability of a Draft EIR.  The Notice is placed in the County Clerk's office for 
a minimum of 30 days (Public Resources Code Section 21092).  The Lead 
Agency sends a copy of its Notice to anyone requesting it (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15087).  Additionally, public notice of DEIR availability is given through 
at least one of the following procedures:  a) publication in a newspaper of general 
circulation; b) posting on and off the project site; and c) direct mailing to owners 
and occupants of contiguous properties.  A 45-day public review period has been 
provided for the 1837½ El Camino de la Luz residence project.  Also, the City 
CEQA Guidelines provide that a public comment hearing is held at the Planning 
Commission during the Draft EIR public review period. 
 

4. Notice of Completion.  A Lead Agency files a Notice of Completion with the 
State Clearinghouse after it completes a DEIR. 

 
5. Final EIR (FEIR).  A FEIR must provide the following information: 

 The DEIR 
 Copies of comments received during the public review of the DEIR 
 A list of persons and entities commenting on the DEIR 
 Responses to comments on substantial environmental points (may include 

revisions to EIR analysis or text) received on the DEIR 
 
6. Certification of FEIR.  The Lead Agency certifies that: a) the FEIR has been 

completed in compliance with CEQA; b) the FEIR was presented to the decision-
making body of the Lead Agency; c) the decision-making body reviewed and 
considered the information in the FEIR prior to approving a project and the FEIR 
reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgement and analysis.(CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15090). 
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7. Lead Agency Project Decision.  A Lead Agency decision-maker (Planning 
Commission, or on appeal, City Council or Coastal Commission) may:  a) 
disapprove a project because of its significant environmental effects; b) require 
changes to a project to reduce or avoid significant environmental effects; or c) 
approve a project despite its significant environmental effects, if the proper 
findings and statement of overriding considerations are adopted (CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15042 and 15043). 

 
8. Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations.  For each significant 

impact of the project identified in the EIR, the Lead or Responsible agency must 
find, based on substantial evidence, that either:  a) the project has been changed to 
avoid or substantially reduce the magnitude of the impact; b) changes to the 
project are within another agency's jurisdiction and such changes have or should 
be adopted; or c) specific economic, social, or other considerations make the 
mitigation measures or project alternatives infeasible (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091).  If an agency approves a project with unavoidable significant 
environmental effects, it must prepare a written Statement of Overriding 
Considerations that set forth the specific social, economic or other reasons 
supporting the agency’s decision that the significant impacts are acceptable in this 
case due to the overriding benefits of the project. 

 
9. Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program.  When an agency approves a 

project with findings of significant or mitigated impacts identified in the EIR, it 
must adopt a monitoring or reporting program that verifies the implementation of 
the mitigation measures that were adopted or made conditions of project approval 
to mitigate significant effects (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15097).  A copy of 
the proposed Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is provided in 
Appendix H of this EIR. 

 
10. Notice of Determination.  A local agency files a Notice of Determination with 

the County Clerk after approving a project for which an EIR is prepared (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15094).  The Notice is posted for 30 days and sent to anyone 
previously requesting notice.  Posting of the Notice starts a 30-day statute of 
limitations on CEQA legal challenges (Public Resources Code Section 21167[c]). 
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2.0 SUMMARY 

 

This document is the Second Revised Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
prepared to evaluate the potentially significant environmental impacts of the 1837½ El 
Camino de la Luz Residence project, which proposes to construct a new single-family 
dwelling on a vacant parcel adjacent to the Pacific Ocean.   This EIR includes substantial 
new information about the project, existing environmental conditions at the project site, 
and revisions to the previously prepared impact analysis.  New project-related 
information added to this EIR addresses the following items:  

 
 The designated “top of bluff” on the southern portion of the project site.   
 
 The rate of bluff retreat at the project site. 
 
 The designated “top of canyon slope” for Lighthouse Creek on the project 

site.   
 
 A slope stability analysis for the western slope of the Lighthouse Creek 

canyon.   
 
 Changes that have been made to the design of the proposed residence.  In 

general, the height of the proposed residence has been decreased 
approximately six to ten feet when compared to the heights of the original 
project design.  

 

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION 

The project site is located at 1837½ El Camino de la Luz, Santa Barbara, 
California.  The site is within the West Mesa neighborhood in the southern portion of the 
City.  The project site is identified as Assessor’s Parcel Number 045-100-065. 
 

2.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

 The proposed project would result in the construction a 2,089 gross / 1,934 net 
square foot, two-level single-family residence on a 23,885 square foot vacant bluff-top 
parcel.  Access to the project property is proposed to be provided by private easements 
extending south from the terminus of El Camino de la Luz.   
 
 The proposed development requires the following discretionary approvals from 
the City of Santa Barbara: 
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1. A City Coastal Development Permit from the Planning Commission to 
allow construction of a new residence in the appealable jurisdiction of the 
City’s Coastal Zone (SBMC §28.44); and 

2. Single Family Design Board design review approval (SBMC §22.69.040). 

 

2.3 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 

A Revised Initial Study (2006) was prepared for the El Camino de la Luz 
residence project to evaluate the potential for the project to result in significant 
environmental impacts (see Appendix A).  The Revised Initial Study determined that the 
El Camino de la Luz residence project would have the potential to result in significant 
adverse impacts related to the following environmental issue areas: 

 
 Aesthetics (scenic views) 
 Biological Resources (sensitive habitats and species) 
 Geophysical Conditions (slope stability) 
 Hazards (fire hazards) 
 Transportation (access) 
 Water Resources (drainage) 

 

The Revised Initial Study determined that the project would have the potential to 
result in significant scenic view impacts and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15063(b)(1) the preparation of an EIR was required. The Revised Initial Study also 
determined that with the implementation of proposed mitigation measures, the biology, 
geophysical, fire hazard, transportation, and water resource impacts of the project would 
be reduced to a less than significant level.  Therefore, no further analysis of those issue 
areas would be required in an EIR.  However, subsequent to the preparation of the 
Revised Initial Study, it was determined by the City staff environmental analyst that the 
project EIR should also evaluate the potential for the proposed residence to result in 
significant geologic hazard impacts.   

 
2.3.1 Significant Unavoidable Impacts (Class I) 

 
The proposed project would not result in any significant and unavoidable 

environmental impacts. 
 

2.3.2 Impacts That Can be Reduced to a Less Than Significant Level (Class II) 
 

This EIR and the Revised Initial Study have identified short- and long-term 
environmental impacts that would result should the proposed project be approved and 
constructed.  The EIR and Revised Initial Study have also concluded that the identified 
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impacts can be reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of 
proposed mitigation measures.  The proposed mitigation measures are summarized on 
Table 2.3-1. 

 
For each significant impact identified by the Revised Initial Study and EIR, the 

Lead Agency must make findings required by section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines.  
Based on substantial evidence, the Lead Agency must determine that either:  

 

1. The project has been changed to avoid or substantially reduce the magnitude 
of the identified impacts;  

 

2. Changes to the project are within another agency’s jurisdiction and such 
changes have or should be adopted; or, 

 

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations make 
infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final 
EIR.   

 

2.3.3 Less Than Significant Impacts (Class III) 
 

The Revised Initial Study prepared for the El Camino de la Luz Residence project 
determined that the air quality, cultural resources, noise, public services, transportation 
(construction traffic), and water resources (drainage system maintenance) impacts of the 
project would not be significant, but provided recommended mitigation measures to 
reduce the project’s less than significant impacts regarding those issue areas to the extent 
feasible.  The Revised Initial Study also concluded that the project would have less than 
significant population and housing, and recreation impacts, and no mitigation for those 
issue areas were required or recommended. 
 
2.4 ALTERNATIVES 
 
 This EIR has evaluated the following alternatives to the proposed project:  
 

 No Project Alternative.  This alternative assumes that the project site would 
remain in its present condition and the proposed residence would not be 
developed. 

 
 Smaller Project Alternative.  This alternative evaluates the impacts of 

developing a residence on the project site that has less floor area than the 
proposed project. 

 
 The Smaller Project Alternative was determined to be the environmentally 
superior alternative that would implement the applicant’s objective related to the 



1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence Proposed Final EIR 
Summary 

 

 
City of Santa Barbara 
 

2-4 

development of a residence on the project site.  The Smaller Project Alternative was 
identified as the environmentally superior alternative because it would slightly reduce 
aesthetic impacts that would result from the proposed project due to the obstruction of 
existing ocean views as seen from areas in and around La Mesa Park.  The design of this 
alternative would minimize impacts to ocean views by reducing the amount of structural 
development on the upper level of the building, which would result in a minor decrease in 
the amount of ocean water that is obscured by the structure when compared to the amount 
of view obstruction that would result from the proposed project.  While a reduction in 
impacts to ocean views would be beneficial, the proposed project’s impacts to ocean 
views would not be significant, and implementation of the Smaller Project Alternative is 
not required to reduce project-related impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
 The portion of the project parcel that would be used to develop the Smaller 
Project Alternative residence would be similar to the area that would be used to develop 
the proposed project.  Construction-related disturbances of the project site resulting from 
the development of the Smaller Project Alternative would also be similar to the area that 
would be disturbed by the proposed project, although the alternative would result in a 
small increase in grading when compared to the grading required to construct the 
proposed project.  Therefore, the Smaller Project Alternative and the proposed project 
would have a similar potential to result in impacts related to landslides, bluff retreat, 
subsidence and expansive soils.   
 
2.5 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY/ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 
 
 Input regarding the environmental review of the proposed project has been 
received from the public and interested agencies in responses to the Notice of Preparation 
that was prepared for the project and during public hearings conducted for the project.  
Comments submitted in response to the Notice of Preparation are provided in Appendix 
A of this Revised EIR.   
 

Several public hearings have been held regarding the proposed project, including 
hearings on May 19, 2005 and June 16, 2005 regarding the Draft Mitigated Negative 
Declaration originally prepared for the project; an EIR scoping hearing on September 22, 
2005; a hearing conducted on January 11, 2007 regarding the original Draft EIR; a 
hearing conducted on May 22, 2008 regarding the original Proposed Final EIR; and a 
hearing on April 5, 2012 on the first Revised Draft EIR prepared for the project; and a 
hearing on the Second Revised Draft EIR on November 17, 2016.   

 
Comments that were received at these hearings generally focused on the 

following major issue areas. 
 

 Project-related impacts to views from La Mesa Park and surrounding areas. 
 

 The adequacy (both physically and legally) of vehicle access to the project 
site. 
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 Impacts to biological resources of Lighthouse Creek. 
 
 Potential slope stability and other geologic impacts. 
 
 The location of the top/edge of the coastal bluff located on the project site. 
 
 The location of the “top of canyon slope” for Lighthouse Creek on the 

project site. 
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Table 2.3–1 
 

1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence EIR 
Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

 
 
 

Significant and Unavoidable (Class I) Impacts Identified by the Project EIR 
 
No significant and unavoidable environmental impacts have been identified 

 
 

Significant but Mitigable (Class II) Impacts Identified by the Project EIR 
 

The project-related impacts listed below can be reduced to a less than significant level with the 
implementation of the identified mitigation measures. 
 
Visual Aesthetics 
 
IMPACT AES-1.  The use of bright colors or contrasting combinations of colors would have the potential to 
degrade important public scenic views.   

 
AES-1. Color Approval.  Colors to be used on the exterior of the proposed residence shall be approved by 

the Single Family Design Board.  Exterior colors shall be neutral or earth-tone tones.  Subsequent 
color changes to the residence shall also be approved by the Single Family Design Board. 

 
IMPACT AES-2.  Landscaping used at the project site has the potential to obtain a mature height that 
would result in additional obstruction of important public scenic views.  
 

AES-2. Landscape Plan Compliance.  The Owner shall comply with the Landscape Plan approved by the 
Single Family Design Board (SFDB).  Such plan shall not be modified unless prior written approval 
is obtained from the SFDB.  The landscaping on the Real Property shall be provided and maintained 
in accordance with said landscape plan, including any tree protection measures.  If said landscaping 
is removed for any reason without approval by the SFDB, the owner is responsible for its immediate 
replacement.  Proposed landscaping trees and shrubs shall consist of drought-tolerant species that 
when mature will not attain a height that exceeds the height of the proposed residence roof line.  The 
project site property owner shall be responsible for maintaining landscaping in compliance with this 
requirement over the life of the project. 
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Table 2.3–1 

 
1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence EIR 
Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

 
 
 

Significant but Mitigable (Class II) Impacts Identified by the Project EIR (Continued) 
 

Geologic Hazards 
 
IMPACT GEO-1.  An inadequate storm water drainage system or a substantial increase in landscape 
irrigation on the project site would have the potential to result in a significant slope stability impact.   

GEO-1. Storm Water Pollution Control, Drainage Systems Maintenance and Project Site Landscaping.  
Owner shall maintain the drainage system and storm water pollution control devices in a functioning 
state and in accordance with the Storm Water BMP Guidance Manual and Operations and 
Maintenance Procedure Plan approved by the Creeks Division.  Should any of the project’s surface 
or subsurface drainage structures or storm water pollution control methods fail to capture, infiltrate, 
and/or treat water, or result in increased erosion, the Owner shall be responsible for any necessary 
repairs to the system and restoration of the eroded area.  Should repairs or restoration become 
necessary, prior to the commencement of such repair or restoration work, the Owner shall submit a 
repair and restoration plan to the Community Development Director to determine if an amendment 
or a new Building Permit and Coastal Development Permit is required to authorize such work.  The 
Owner is responsible for the adequacy of any project-related drainage facilities and for the continued 
maintenance thereof in a manner that will preclude any hazard to life, health, or damage to the Real 
Property or any adjoining property. 

 
All project site landscaping shall be designed to use native species that do not require irrigation 
except for their propagation.  Limited areas of non-native plants may be used if long-term irrigation 
is not required.  

 

IMPACT GEO-2.  The proposed residence has the potential to be adversely affected by fill soil previously 
placed at the project site, subsidence and expansive soil impacts. 

GEO-2 Foundation Design Approval.  The location and design of the proposed structure foundation, 
which implements a caisson supported foundation system, shall be approved by a licensed 
Engineering Geologist or Geotechnical Engineer. 
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Table 2.3–1 

 
1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence EIR 
Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

 
 
 

Significant but Mitigable (Class II) Impacts Identified by the Revised Initial Study  
 

 
Biological Resources 
 
Proposed construction activities have the potential to disturb vegetation and wildlife located on and near the 
project site. 
 

BIO-1 Habitat Restoration.  Areas between the proposed building site and Lighthouse creek disturbed by 
project grading and construction of the drainage system shall be replanted with native plants 
appropriate to coastal riparian and upland areas.  Iceplant, oleander, yucca, castor bean, English ivy, 
German ivy, and other invasive, non-native species shall be removed from this area using hand and 
chemical methods.  Vegetation removal shall be by hand and dragged upslope to the building pad.  
All vegetation removal and initial site grading shall be under the supervision of a qualified habitat 
restoration biologist.  Removed material shall be disposed of in a manner that will not result in 
further spread of these species.  Native material used for replanting may include: encelia, California 
blackberry, California sage, California fuchsia, saltbush, coast goldenbush, elderberry, and 
lemonadeberry. Plans shall include the use of erosion control blankets and seeding of bare slopes to 
prevent short-term erosion. The replanting plan shall be developed by a qualified botanist or 
landscape architect and shall include provisions for installation and maintenance until plantings are 
established.  This plan shall be provided to the Community Development Department Staff, Creeks 
Division, and the Single Family Design Board for review and approval prior to issuance of building 
permits.  The plan shall be implemented prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy and 
plantings maintained for the life of the project. 

 
BIO-2 Appropriate Plants/Hardscape on Bluff.  Special attention shall be paid to the appropriateness of 

the existing and proposed plant material, and to the sloped areas.   

All existing succulent plants that add weight to the bluff and/or contribute to erosion shall be 
removed in a manner that does not disturb the root system and replaced with appropriate plant 
material in a manner that does not increase the rate of erosion.  Plant material to be removed shall be 
replaced with native, drought tolerant, low water using vegetation that requires only a temporary 
irrigation system to establish the plantings.  Replacement vegetation shall be consistent with the 
recommendations of the biologist’s reports, dated January-February 2006 and August 23, 2013.  The 
landscape plan shall be provided to the Community Development Department Staff, Creeks 
Division, and the Single Family Design Board for review and approval prior to issuance of building 
permits.  The plan shall be implemented prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy and 
plantings maintained for the life of the project. 
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Table 2.3–1 

 
1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence EIR 
Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

 
 

 

Significant but Mitigable (Class II) Impacts Identified by the Revised Initial Study 
(Continued) 

 
BIO-3 Irrigation System.  The irrigation system shall be designed and maintained with the most current 

technology to prevent a system failure.  Watering of vegetation on the bluff edge / the Lighthouse 
Creek canyon slope shall be kept to the minimum necessary for plant survival.  The drip system 
along the bluff edge / canyon slope shall be removed after one full season of plant growth. 

BIO-4 Erosion Control/Water Quality Plan. An Erosion Control/Water Quality Plan shall be developed 
for construction activities to maintain all sediment on-site and out of the drainage system.  The plan 
shall include Best Management Practices approved by the City, and shall include, at a minimum, the 
following: 

1. Minimize the area of bare soil exposed at one time (phased grading). 

2. Install silt fence, sand bag, hay bale or silt devices where necessary around the project site to 
prevent offsite transport of sediment. 

3. Bare soils shall be protected from erosion by applying heavy seeding, within five days of 
clearing or inactivity in construction.  

4. Construction entrances should be stabilized immediately after grading and frequently 
maintained to prevent erosion and control dust. 

5. During construction of the homes, the contractor and/or property owner shall protect the storm 
drain inlets from sediment-laden runoff.   

6. Erosion control materials (i.e. sandbags, strawbales, and silt fencing) shall be used to trap and 
filter sediment before entering the storm drain. 

7. Establish fuel and vehicle maintenance staging areas located away from all drainage courses, 
and design these areas to control runoff.   

8. Maintain and wash equipment and machinery in confined areas specifically designed to control 
runoff.  Thinners or solvents should not be discharged into sanitary or storm sewer systems.  
Washout from concrete trucks should be disposed of at a location not subject to runoff and more 
than 50 feet away from a storm drain, open ditch or surface water. 

9. Implement applicable BMPs to prevent, control, and contain soil erosion, as detailed in SWPPP 
to be developed for the project. 

 
10. Time grading and soil disturbance to occur during the dry season (May-Nov) and hydromulch all 

disturbed soils at onset of rainy season. 
 
11. A qualified biologist shall periodically check maintenance of erosion control measures and 

hydromulch during construction and suggest remedies where necessary. 
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Table 2.3–1 

 
1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence EIR 
Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

 
 

 
Significant but Mitigable (Class II) Impacts Identified by the Revised Initial Study 

(Continued) 
 

12. The use of herbicides for the removal of non-native plants in the proposed habitat restoration 
area shall be minimized to the extent practical.  If herbicides must be used to ensure the removal 
of non-native plants, herbicide use shall be limited to the application of Glyphosate 
Aquamaster.TM  Herbicide use on the project site shall occur only in the proposed habitat 
restoration area. 

 

BIO-5 Streambed Alteration Agreement.  The applicant shall obtain a Streambed Alteration Agreement 
from the Department of Fish and Wildlife, prior to submittal of a building permit, for grading and 
installation of drainage devices within the banks of Lighthouse Creek. 

BIO-6 Nesting Birds.  Birds and their eggs nesting on or near the project site are protected under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and pursuing, hunting, taking, capturing, killing, or attempt to do any of 
the above is a violation of federal and state regulations.  No trimming or removing brush or trees 
shall occur if nesting birds are found in the vegetation.  All care should be taken not to disturb the 
nest(s).  Removal or trimming may only occur after the young have fledged from the nests(s).   

 
BIO-7 Wildlife Protection.  A qualified biologist shall be present at the onset of initial site grading to 

salvage and relocate any animals displaced by grading and vegetation grubbing. 
 

BIO-8 Sensitive Habitat Protection.  A qualified biologist shall supervise installation of orange 
construction fence and silt fence around the surveyed construction disturbance limits prior to initial 
site grading and vegetation removal. This fencing shall be maintained for the duration of 
construction. 

 

Hazards  
 
The proposed project has the potential to result in a significant fire safety impact. 
 

H-1 Automatic Fire Sprinklers.  New structures shall be equipped with an automatic fire sprinkler 
system in accordance with NFPA 13D.  The automatic fire sprinkler system shall be submitted to the 
City Fire Department for review and approval under separate permit. 

 

H-2 Monitored Fire Alarm System.  A monitored fire alarm system shall be designed and installed 
throughout the new structure as approved by the Fire Department.  The fire alarm system shall be 
submitted under separate permit. 

H-3 Compliance with High Fire Construction Requirements.  The new residence shall be built in 
accordance with the City’s High Fire Construction requirements. 
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Table 2.3–1 

 
1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence EIR 
Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

 
 

 

Significant but Mitigable (Class II) Impacts Identified by the Revised Initial Study 
(Continued) 

 

H-4 Fire Protection System Maintenance.  The property owner shall enter into a written agreement, 
binding on the owner and all successors, that requires continual maintenance of the automatic fire 
sprinkler system and monitoring of the fire alarm system. 

 
Transportation 
 
The proposed use of existing driveway easements for project site ingress/egress has the potential to result in 
a significant access-related impact. 
 

T-1 Evidence of Adequate Access.  Provide evidence, satisfactory to the City Engineer and City 
Attorney, that the owner of the subject parcel substantially possesses the required amount of legal 
access that formed the basis of the original lot split. 

 
Water Resources 
 
The proposed project has the potential to result in significant short- and long-term water quality impacts. 
 

W-1 Drainage and Water Quality.  Project plans for grading, drainage, stormwater facilities, and 
project development shall be subject to review and approval by City Building Division and Public 
Works Department per City regulations. Sufficient engineered design and adequate measures shall 
be employed to ensure that no significant construction-related or long-term effects from increased 
runoff, erosion and sedimentation, urban water quality pollutants, or groundwater pollutants would 
result from the project. 
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Table 2.3–1 

 
1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence EIR 
Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

 
 
 

Less Than Significant (Class III) Impacts 
(Recommended Measures) 

Air Quality 
 
The proposed project would result in dust and criteria pollutant emissions during construction operations.  

 

AQ-1 Construction Dust Control - Watering. During construction, use water trucks or sprinkler systems 
to keep all areas of vehicle movement damp enough to prevent dust from leaving the site. At a 
minimum, this should include wetting down such areas in the late morning and after work is 
completed for the day. Increased watering frequency should be required whenever the wind speed 
exceeds 15 mph. Reclaimed water should be used whenever possible. However, reclaimed water 
should not be used in or around crops for human consumption. 

AQ-2 Soil Movement.  If importation, exportation and stockpiling of fill material is involved, soil 
stockpiled for more than two days shall be covered, kept moist, or treated with soil binders to 
prevent dust generation. Trucks transporting fill material to and from the site shall be tarped from 
the point of origin. 

AQ-3 Construction Dust Control – Gravel Pads. Gravel pads shall be installed at all access points to 
prevent tracking of mud onto public roads. 

AQ-4 Construction Dust Control – Disturbed Area Treatment. After clearing, grading, earth moving or 
excavation is completed, treat the disturbed area by watering, or revegetating, or by spreading soil 
binders until the area is paved or otherwise developed so that dust generation will not occur.  

AQ-5 Air Quality and Dust Control.  The following measures shall be shown on grading and building 
plans and shall be adhered to throughout grading, hauling, and construction activities:  

1. The engine size of construction equipment shall be the minimum practical size. 

2. The number of construction equipment operating simultaneously shall be minimized through 
efficient management practices to ensure that the smallest practical number is operating at any 
one time. 

3. Construction equipment shall be maintained in tune per the manufacturer specifications. 

4. Catalytic converters shall be installed on gasoline-powered equipment, if feasible. 

5. If feasible, diesel construction equipment shall be equipped with selective catalytic reduction 
systems, diesel oxidation catalysts and diesel particulate filters as certified and/or verified by 
EPA or California. 

6. Diesel powered equipment shall be replaced by electric equipment whenever feasible. 

7. Construction worker trips shall be minimized by requiring carpooling and by providing for 
lunch onsite. 
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Table 2.3–1 

 
1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence EIR 
Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

 
 

 

Less Than Significant (Class III) Impacts 
(Recommended Measures) 

 

8. Diesel construction equipment meeting the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 1 
emission standards for off-road heavy-duty diesel engines shall be used. Equipment meeting 
CARB Tier 2 or higher emission standards should be used to the maximum extent feasible.  

9. The contractor or builder shall designate a person or persons to monitor the dust control 
program and to order increased watering, as necessary, to prevent transport of dust offsite. 
Their duties shall include holiday and weekend periods when work may not be in progress. 
The name and telephone number of such persons shall be provided to the Air Pollution Control 
District.  

10. All portable diesel-powered construction equipment shall be registered with the state’s 
portable equipment registration program OR shall obtain an APCD permit.  

11. Fleet owners of mobile construction equipment are subject to the California Air Resource 
Board (CARB) Regulation for In-use Off-road Diesel Vehicles (Title 13 California Code of 
Regulations, Chapter 9, § 2449), the purpose of which is to reduce diesel particulate matter 
(PM) and criteria pollutant emissions from in-use (existing) off-road diesel-fueled vehicles. 
For more information, please refer to the CARB website at 
www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/ordiesel/ordiesel.htm.  

12. All commercial diesel vehicles are subject to Title 13, § 2485 of the California Code of 
Regulations, limiting engine idling time. Idling of heavy-duty diesel construction equipment 
and trucks during loading and unloading shall be limited to five minutes; electric auxiliary 
power units should be used whenever possible.  

AQ-6. Mitigation Monitoring Compliance Reports.  The Project Environmental Coordinator shall 
submit weekly reports to the Community Development Department, Planning Division, during 
demolition, excavation, grading and footing installation and biweekly reports on all other 
construction activity regarding MMRP compliance. 
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Table 2.3–1 

 
1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence EIR 
Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

 
 

 
Less Than Significant (Class III) Impacts (Continued) 

(Recommended Measures) 
 
Cultural Resources 
 
Ground disturbing operations at the project site have the potential to adversely affect previously undetected 
archaeological resources. 
 

CR-1 Unanticipated Archaeological Resources Contractor Notification.  Standard discovery measures 
shall be implemented per the City Master Environmental Assessment throughout grading and 
construction:  Prior to the start of any vegetation or paving removal, demolition, trenching or 
grading, contractors and construction personnel shall be alerted to the possibility of uncovering 
unanticipated subsurface archaeological features or artifacts.  If such archaeological resources are 
encountered or suspected, work shall be halted immediately, the City Environmental Analyst shall 
be notified and the Owner shall retain an archaeologist from the most current City Qualified 
Archaeologists List.  The latter shall be employed to assess the nature, extent and significance of any 
discoveries and to develop appropriate management recommendations for archaeological resource 
treatment, which may include, but are not limited to, redirection of grading and/or excavation 
activities, consultation and/or monitoring with a Barbareño Chumash representative from the most 
current City qualified Barbareño Chumash Site Monitors List, etc. 

If the discovery consists of possible human remains, the Santa Barbara County Coroner shall be 
contacted immediately.  If the Coroner determines that the remains are Native American, the 
Coroner shall contact the California Native American Heritage Commission.  A Barbareño Chumash 
representative from the most current City Qualified Barbareño Chumash Site Monitors List shall be 
retained to monitor all further subsurface disturbance in the area of the find.  Work in the area may 
only proceed after the Environmental Analyst grants authorization. 

If the discovery consists of possible prehistoric or Native American artifacts or materials, a 
Barbareño Chumash representative from the most current City Qualified Barbareño Chumash Site 
Monitors List shall be retained to monitor all further subsurface disturbance in the area of the find.  
Work in the area may only proceed after the Environmental Analyst grants authorization. 

A final report on the results of the archaeological monitoring shall be submitted by the City-
approved archaeologist to the Environmental Analyst within 180 days of completion of the 
monitoring and prior to any certificate of occupancy for the project. 
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Table 2.3–1 

 
1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence EIR 
Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

 
 

 
Less Than Significant (Class III) Impacts (Continued) 

(Recommended Measures) 
 
Noise  
 
Project-related construction activities have the potential to result in a short-term increase in noise levels 
adjacent to the project site. 
 

N-1 Neighborhood Notification Prior to Construction.  At least twenty (20) days prior to 
commencement of construction, the contractor shall provide written notice to all property owners, 
businesses, and residents within 300 feet of the project area.  The notice shall contain a description 
of the project, the construction schedule, including days and hours of construction, the name and 
phone number of the Project Environmental Coordinator (PEC) and Contractor(s), site rules and 
Conditions of Approval pertaining to construction activities, and any additional information that 
will assist Building Inspectors, Police Officers and the public in addressing problems that may 
arise during construction. 

N-2 Construction Hours.  Construction Hours.  Construction (including preparation for construction 
work) shall only be permitted Monday through Friday between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 
p.m. and Saturdays between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., excluding the following 
holidays:  

New Year’s Day January 1st* 
Martin Luther King, Jr. Day 3rd Monday in January 
Presidents’ Day 3rd Monday in February 
Memorial Day Last Monday in May 
Independence Day July 4th* 
Labor Day 1st Monday in September 
Thanksgiving Day 4th Thursday in November 
Following Thanksgiving Day Friday following Thanksgiving Day 
Christmas Day December 25th* 

*When a holiday falls on a Saturday or Sunday, the preceding Friday or following Monday, 
respectively, shall be observed as a legal holiday. 

When, based on required construction type or other appropriate reasons, it is necessary to do work 
outside the allowed construction hours, contractor shall contact the City to request a waiver from the 
above construction hours, using the procedure outlined in Santa Barbara Municipal Code §9.16.015 
Construction Work at Night.  Contractor shall notify all residents within 300 feet of the parcel of 
intent to carry out said construction a minimum of 48 hours prior to said construction.  Said 
notification shall include what the work includes, the reason for the work, the duration of the 
proposed work and a contact number. 
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Table 2.3–1 

 
1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence EIR 
Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

 
 

 

Less Than Significant (Class III) Impacts (Continued) 
(Recommended Measures) 

 

N-3 Construction Equipment Sound Control. All construction equipment, including trucks, shall be 
professionally maintained and fitted with standard manufacturers’ muffler and silencing devices. 

 
Public Services  
 
The proposed project would result in the short-term generation of construction and demolition waste. 
 

PS-1 Construction Materials Recycling.  Construction-related solid waste shall be minimized through 
source reduction, re-use and recycling.  Collection bins for these materials shall be provided on the 
site. 

 
Transportation 
 
Project-related construction activities would result in a short-term increase in traffic and parking demand 
in the project neighborhood. 
 

T-2 Construction Traffic. The haul routes for all construction-related trucks, three tons or more, 
entering or exiting the site, shall be approved by the Transportation Engineer. Construction-related 
truck trips shall not be scheduled during peak hours (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 
p.m.) to help reduce truck traffic and noise on adjacent streets and roadways. The route of 
construction-related traffic shall be established to minimize trips through surrounding residential 
neighborhoods. 

T-3 Construction Parking. Construction parking and vehicle/equipment/materials storage shall be 
provided as follows: 

1. During construction, free parking spaces for construction workers shall be provided on-site or 
off-site in a location subject to the approval of the Transportation and Parking Manager. 

2. On-site or off-site storage shall be provided for construction materials, equipment, and 
vehicles. Storage of construction materials within the public right-of-way is prohibited. 
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Table 2.3–1 

 
1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence EIR 
Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

 
 

 

Less Than Significant (Class III) Impacts (Continued) 
(Recommended Measures) 

 

Water Resources 
 
Inadequate drainage system maintenance would have the potential to result in drainage and water quality 
impacts. 
 

The adverse effects of this impact would be minimized to the extent feasible by the requirements of 
proposed mitigation measures GEO-1 (Storm Water Pollution Control, Drainage Systems Maintenance 
and Project Site Landscaping) and W-1 (Drainage and Water Quality). 
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
 The 1837½ El Camino de la Luz project would result in the development of one 

single-family dwelling on a coastal bluff top parcel that is approximately one-half acre in 
area.  A detailed description of the proposed project is provided below. 

 
3.1 PROJECT APPLICANT 

 
Dr. Herb Barthels 
1701 Shoreline Drive 
Santa Barbara, CA 93109 
 

3.2 PROJECT LOCATION 
 

The project site is located at 1837½ El Camino de la Luz, which is located in the 
West Mesa neighborhood of the City of Santa Barbara.  The 23,885 square foot (0.55-
acre) project parcel is bounded by residences to the north and west, Lighthouse Creek to 
the east, and the Pacific Ocean to the south.  The project site is approximately 550 feet 
southwest of the southern boundary of La Mesa Park, which is located west of and 
adjacent to Meigs Road.  Figures 3.2-1 and 3.2-2 depict the location of the project site.   

 
3.3 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 
 
 The proposed residence would be a two-level building located in the northwestern 
portion of the project parcel.  Access to the residence is proposed to be provided by 
existing driveway easements of 7.5-15 feet in width that extend southward from El 
Camino de la Luz to the northwest corner of the project parcel.   
 
 The topography of the project parcel is varied.  A relatively level area is located in 
the northwestern corner, while moderate to steep slopes extend downward from the 
proposed development area.  A slope approximately 25 feet in height extends downward 
to the east from the proposed building site to the channel of Lighthouse Creek, and a 
slope approximately 100 feet in height extends downward to the south to a sandy beach 
and the Pacific Ocean.  The portion of the project parcel that would be used for the 
development of the proposed residence slopes to the east and has ground surface 
elevations that range from approximately 112 feet above sea level in the northwest corner 
to approximately 95 feet above sea level in the southeast corner.  The project parcel 
access driveway, topography, and the location of the proposed residence are depicted on 
the site plan provided on Figure 3.3-1. 
 



Figure 3.2-1
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3.3.1 Structure Size 
 
 The proposed residence would have a total gross building area of 2,089 square 
feet, consisting of 1,614 gross square feet of livable area and a 475 gross square foot two-
car garage.  The structure would have a “footprint” area of 1,409 square feet.  Project 
parcel and proposed building size data is summarized on Table 3.3-1. 
 
  

Table 3.3-1 
1837½ El Camino de la Luz  

Project Site and Proposed Residence Size Summary 
 

Proposed Residence Gross (sq. ft.) Net (sq. ft.) 

Main Floor 837 787 
Lower Floor 777 718 
Total Living Area 1,614 1,505 
Garage 475 429 
Total Floor Area 2,089 1,934 

Site Coverage Square Feet % of Project Parcel 
Building 1,409 6 
Driveway 793 3 
Open Space 21,683 91 
Parcel Size 23,885  100 

 
 

3.3.2 Proposed Residence 
 
 The appearance of the proposed residence is depicted on Figures 3.3-2, -3 and -4.  
As shown, the exterior of the building would have a stone veneer and wood siding.  
OtherAnother building features is include the use of a “green” or vegetated roof, 
andinstallation of solar panels along the eastern and southern edges of the roof.  The 
primary entrance to the residence and the entrance to the garage would be on the west 
side of the building.  As shown on Figure 3.3-5, the main floor of the residence would 
include living and dining rooms, a kitchen and powder room, and the garage.  Figure 3.3-
6 depicts the lower floor, which would include two bedrooms and two bathrooms. 
 

The eastern portion of the area that would be used to develop the residence slopes 
downward to the east towards Lighthouse Creek.  As depicted on Figure 3.3-7, the main 
floor of the residence would be cantilevered over the top of the canyon slope.  The 
eastern portion of the residence would extend approximately 12 to 30 feet beyond (east)  
 



1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence Proposed Final EIR 
Project Description 

 

 
City of Santa Barbara 
 

3-6 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 



Figure 3.3-2

s

1837½  El Camino del la Luz

City of  Santa Barbara

North and South Elevation Renderings

Not to Scale       Source: RRM, 2017

North Elevation

South Elevation



1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence Proposed Final EIR 
Project Description 

 

 
City of Santa Barbara 
 

3-8 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 



Figure 3.3-3

s

1837½  El Camino del la Luz

City of  Santa Barbara

East and West Elevation Renderings

West Elevation

Not to Scale       Source: RRM, 2017

.

East Elevation



1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence Proposed Final EIR 
Project Description 

 

 
City of Santa Barbara 
 

3-10 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 



Figure 3.3-4
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of the identified top of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope.  The western elevation of the 
residence would have a maximum elevation of 15 feet above existing grade, and the 
eastern building elevation would have a maximum elevation of 25 feet above existing 
grade.  The eastern edge of the proposed residence would be approximately 70-90 feet 
west of the centerline of the Lighthouse Creek channel. 

 
The design of the proposed residence has been substantially revised when 

compared to the design evaluated by previous EIRs prepared for the project.  For 
comparison purposes, the height of the western elevation of the previous design was 21 
feet above existing grade, and the height of the eastern elevation was 35 feet above 
existing grade.  The height of the western elevation of the current project design is 15 feet 
above grade, which is six feet lower than the previous design.  The eastern elevation of 
the current project design is 25 feet above grade, which is 10 feet lower than the previous 
design.  The reduced structure height has been achieved by reducing building mass from 
the upper level of the structure, and placing portions of the structure’s lower level below 
the existing grade of the project site.  The net total floor areas of the previous and current 
project designs are not substantially different: the previous design had a net total floor 
area of 1,942 square feet and the current design has a net total floor area of 1,934 square 
feet. 
 
3.3.3 Grading 
 
 The existing ground surface elevations of the proposed development site range 
from approximately 112 feet in the northwest corner to approximately 95 feet in the 
southeast corner.  The finished floor elevation of the garage and entry would be at 111 
feet, and the finished floor elevation of the lower residence floor would be 109 feet.  
Grading to construct the residence would require 288 cubic yards of cut under the 
building and 21 cubic yards of fill under the driveway.   
 
 The proposed residence would be supported by a drilled caisson foundation 
system.  To construct the foundation, 17 holes would be drilled within the proposed 
building footprint area, and the caissons would be constructed of reinforcing steel and 
concrete.  Grade beams would then be used to span between the caissons.  The caisson 
holes would be drilled through unconsolidated fill that has been placed on the project site 
to competent bedrock.  The depth of the caisson holes will vary but would be on the order 
of seven to eight feet deep.  For comparison purposes, the previous design of the 
residence did not require any grading, other than minor earth movement for foundation 
preparation purposes. 

 
3.3.4 Drainage 

 
 Storm water runoff on the project site would be collected by a series of swales 
and catch basins, including a vegetated drainage swale along the landward edge of the 
coastal bluff on the southern portion of the project site.  To reduce peak storm water 
discharges from the project site, the project includes the use of permeable pavers in the 
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driveway area; a “green” roof, which would temporarily retain storm water prior to being 
discharged to the on-site storm water collection system; and a small (17 square feet) 
bioretention pond.  Water collected by catch basins and the vegetated swale would be 
conveyed by underground drains and discharged to Lighthouse Creek.  Energy 
dissipating rip rap would be placed in the creek at the proposed discharge location to 
minimize the potential for erosion-related impacts.  The proposed project site drainage 
system is depicted on the Figure 3.3-1 
 
3.3.5 Landscaping 
 
 Landscaping would be provided along the northern perimeter of the project parcel 
to screen views of the residence from view points to the north.  The proposed landscape 
screen would consist of four (4) paper bark trees (melaleuca quinquenervia) and one (1) 
coast live oak (quercus agrifolia).  The drainage swale that would be constructed along 
the southern perimeter of the proposed development site would be planted with an 
erosion and drought resistant seed mix.  The proposed landscaping plan also identifies an 
area approximately 8,000 square feet in area located to the east and south of the proposed 
residence that would be restored by planting a variety of native plant species.  The 
proposed project site landscaping is depicted on Figure 3.3-8. 
 
3.3.6 Other Site Development Elements 
 
 Utilities for the proposed residence, including sewer, water, gas, electricity, 
telephone and cable would be extended underground to the project site.   
 
3.4 REQUIRED APPROVALS 
 
 The proposed project would require approvals of the following discretionary 
permit applications: 

1. A City Coastal Development Permit from the Planning Commission to allow 
construction of a new residence in the appealable jurisdiction of the City’s 
Coastal Zone (SBMC §28.44); and 

2. Single Family Design Board design review approval (SBMC §22.69). 

 
3.5 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
 
 For the purposes of this environmental review, it was assumed that the objectives 
of the proposed project are to develop a residence on the project site that will: 
 
 1. Construct a residence on the developable portion of the project site. 
 
 2. Minimize environmental impacts related to slope stability and other 

geological hazards and process. 
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3. Minimize environmental impacts related to the obstruction of scenic vistas.  



Figure 3.3-8
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

 
 This section provides a brief description of the conditions that exist on and near 
the 1837½ El Camino de la Luz project site. 
 
4.1 PROJECT AREA SETTING 
 
 The 1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence project site is located in the 
southwestern portion of the City of Santa Barbara in the West Mesa neighborhood.  This 
neighborhood is developed primarily with single-family residences, however, multi-
family units and commercial uses are also located in the neighborhood.  The area near the 
project site is developed primarily with single-family residences.  Views of the Santa 
Ynez Mountains to the north and the Pacific Ocean to the south are provided from 
locations throughout the West Mesa neighborhood.   
 
 The West Mesa neighborhood is located on an elevated marine terrace that slopes 
gently southward until it terminates at a steep coastal bluff adjacent to the Pacific Ocean.  
The bluffs in this portion of the City generally rise approximately 100 feet above sea 
level. 
 
  Lighthouse Creek is a small drainage located in the southeastern portion of the 
West Mesa neighborhood.  The creek channel begins in an area south of Cliff Drive and 
extends southward approximately 3,000 feet where it discharges to the Pacific Ocean 
over the coastal bluff.  Base flows in the creek occur throughout most of year and are 
supplied by groundwater seepage and urban runoff. 
 
4.2 PROJECT SITE SETTING  
 
4.2.1 Existing Conditions 
 
 The proposed residence would be developed on a 0.55-acre parcel that is bordered 
by the Pacific Ocean to the south and Lighthouse Creek to the east.  The project property 
is vacant and has been graded in the past.  Previous improvements to the property include 
an asphalt parking area, concrete drainage swales, and a brick planter.  Access to the 
property is by private driveway easements that extend southward from the El Camino de 
la Luz cul-de-sac.   

An ocean bluff that rises approximately 105 feet above sea level is located on the 
southern portion of the project property.  From the project site the bluff descends 
southward to the beach and to the east toward Lighthouse Creek.  The upper half of the 
bluff has an approximate slope angle of 35 degrees, and the lower portion of the bluff 
steepens to about 65 to 75 degrees.  The location on the bluff where the slope gradient 
changes was formerly designated as the top of the bluff by EIRs previously prepared for 
the proposed project.  A narrow trail is located on the bluff face.  Wooden stairs located 
near the southwestern corner of the proposed residence development site lead to the trail, 
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which switches back across the south exposure of the bluff face and terminates at the 
beach below the adjacent property west of the project site.   

Lighthouse Creek in the vicinity of the project property is located in an incised 
canyon, and the western slope of the canyon is located on the eastern portion of the 
project site.  On the project property, the western canyon slope has a height that ranges 
between approximately 25-35 feet above the Lighthouse Creek channel.  The upper 
portion of the slope has a gradient of 1.75:1 (horizontal:vertical) and the lower portion of 
the slope flattens to a gradient of 3.5:1.   

The proposed residence would be located in the northwestern corner of the project 
property.  The proposed building site slopes to the south and east, and has elevations that 
range from approximately 112 feet above sea level in the northwest corner to 
approximately 95 feet in the southeast corner.  The proposed building site is 
predominately occupied by an asphalt pad.  Vegetation adjacent to the pad generally 
consists of non-natives such as iceplant, oleander, yucca, castor bean, and English and 
German ivy.   

 Native plants on the western slope of the Lighthouse Creek canyon include arroyo 
willow, California blackberry, poison oak, coyote bush, California sage brush and 
California fuchsia.  Native plants on the ocean bluff include saltbrush, coast goldenbush 
and lemonade berry.  Wildlife observed or expected on the project property includes 
those species typical of urbanized areas and the urban fringe.   

Pictures depicting existing conditions on the project site and the proposed 
building location are provided on Figure 4.2-1. 

4.2.2 Zoning and Land Use Designations  
 
 The General Plan land use designation of the project site is “Residential, 5 units 
per acre.”  The project site is in the “E-3” (One-Family Residence) Zone, SD-3 (Coastal 
Overlay) Zone, and Hillside Design District.  
 
4.2.3 Surrounding Land Uses 
 
 Land uses in the vicinity of the project site are generally described on Table 4.2-1 
and depicted on Figure 4.2-2. 



Figure 4.2-1

Project Site Conditions

City of  Santa Barbara

1837½  El Camino de la Luz

View of the proposed residence building site looking to the north and northeast.  The project site access drive is on the left side of 
the photo.  Vegetation along the upper portion of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope is shown in the photo center and  right.

View of the proposed residence building site looking to the south and southwest.  The Lighthouse Creek canyon slope can be seen 
on the left side of the photo. 
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Table 4.2-1 
Adjacent Land Uses 

 
Direction Land Uses 

North 

The project property is bordered by a single-family residence to the north.  Other 
residences are also located north of the project property along the access drive 
that extends southward from El Camino de la Luz.  The residential areas adjacent 
to the project property are zoned “E-3/SD-3”.  The southern boundary of La 
Mesa Park is located approximately 550 feet north of the project property.  The 
Park is zoned “Parks and Recreation/SD-3.” 

South The Pacific Ocean is adjacent to the project property to the south. 

East 
Lighthouse Creek borders the project property to the east.  East of the creek is a 
U.S. Coast Guard facility that includes a lighthouse and housing.  The area to the 
east of the project property is zoned “Parks and Recreation/SD-3.”   

West 
The project property is bordered by another bluff-top single-family residence to 
the west.  Other residences are also located west of the project property.  The 
residential areas to the west of the project property are zoned “E-3/SD-3”. 

 
 

4.3 CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT 
 
 Other reasonably foreseeable probable future development projects in the vicinity 
of the 1837½ El Camino de la Luz project site were identified to evaluate the potential 
for the proposed project together with other development projects to result in significant 
cumulative impacts.  The cumulative development projects identified on Table 4.3-1 are 
pending and approved projects located in the West Mesa neighborhood that would have 
the potential to result in substantial changes to existing environmental conditions.  The 
locations of the identified cumulative development projects are depicted on Figure 4.3-1. 
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Table 4.3-1 
Cumulative Development Projects 

 
Map No. 

(a) 
Project Location Proposed Project Status 

1 2215 Carlton Way 
Proposed secondary dwelling unit. Certificate of Occupancy 

issued July 2016 

2 2321 Edgewater Way 

Demolish a 1,945 square foot two-story 
residence, 300 square foot carport and 350 square 
foot garage.  Construct a 3,650 square foot two-
story residence and a 400 square foot attached 
garage. 

Building permit pending. 

3 1925 El Camino de la Luz 
Construct a 3,101 square foot, three-story single-
family residence with a 444 square foot garage. 

Denied 

(a) Project location Map Numbers are depicted on Figure 4.3-1 
Source:  http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/services/construction/building/mesa/west/mst.asp.  Accessed 
May 7, 2015. 
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

 
 This section provides an evaluation of the potentially significant environmental 
effects of the 1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence project.  The term “significant 
effect” is defined by section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines as “a substantial, or 
potentially substantial adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area 
affected by the project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, 
and objects of historic or aesthetic significance.  An economic or social change by itself 
shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment.  A social or economic 
change related to a physical change may be considered in determining whether the 
physical change is significant.”  
 
 The 2006 Revised Initial Study for the El Camino de la Luz project (Appendix A) 
identified potentially significant visual aesthetic and geologic impacts that required 
additional analysis in this Environmental Impact Report.  The Revised Initial Study also 
identified potentially significant impacts that could be mitigated to less than significant 
levels with identified measures (Class II impacts) in the areas of biological resources, fire 
hazards, traffic and circulation, and hydrology/water quality.  Less than significant 
impacts (Class III impacts) were identified in the areas of lighting, air quality, cultural 
resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, and greenhouse gas 
emissions, with some recommended measures to further reduce these adverse but less 
than significant impacts. 

The Revised Initial Study was further reviewed as part of this EIR related to 
proposed project description revisions and to update analysis provided by the Initial 
Study.  The review of the Revised Initial Study provided in the Impacts Found Not to be 
Significant section (Section 9.0) of this EIR resulted in the identification of several new 
mitigation measures that supplement the mitigation measures included in the Revised 
Initial Study.  All of the mitigation measures identified by the Revised Initial Study and 
this EIR are listed in the Summary (Section 2.0) of this EIR.  A Mitigation and 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the mitigation measures recommended by the Initial 
Study and this EIR is provided in Appendix H.  
 
 To aid in the description of project-related environmental impacts, four types of 
impacts may be identified by the EIR impact analysis: 
 

Class I. Significant and Unavoidable:  An impact whose effect cannot be 
avoided or reduced below a level of significance through the implementation of 
reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures.  If a project with 
significant impacts is approved, CEQA requires that decision-makers adopt 
findings explaining project impacts and mitigation, and a statement of overriding 
considerations explaining why project benefits outweigh the environmental 
effects (CEQA Guidelines §15093). 
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Class II.  Potentially Significant but Mitigable:  An impact that can be reduced 
to below a level of significance by implementing reasonably available and 
feasible mitigation measures.  If a project is approved, CEQA requires that 
decision-makers adopt findings explaining project impacts and mitigation. 
 
Class III.  Less Than Significant:  A project may result in environmental 
impacts that are adverse, however, the effect of the impact does not exceed the 
applicable impact significance criteria.  These impacts are considered to be “less 
than significant.”  Measures recommended to reduce less than significant impacts 
are not required under CEQA but may be implemented to minimize 
environmental effects to the extent possible and project-related contributions to 
cumulative impacts. 
 
Class IV.  Beneficial:  An effect that would reduce resource degradation, 
hazards, or improve the environment may be referred to as a “beneficial” impact. 
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5.1 VISUAL AESTHETICS  
 
 The 2007 DEIR and the 2012 First Revised DEIR prepared for the El Camino de 
la Luz residence project evaluated the potential for the original project design to result in 
significant visual aesthetic impacts.  The analysis provided by the 2007 2006 and 2012 
Draft EIRs concluded that the project’s original design would result in significant impacts 
to important public scenic ocean views from areas in and around La Mesa Park.  The 
previous Draft EIRs also concluded that the project’s significant impacts to important 
public scenic ocean views could be reduced to a less than significant level with the 
implementation of mitigation measures that identified changes to the design of the 
project.  Design changes similar to those recommended by the previous Draft EIRs have 
been incorporated into the design of the currently proposed project and the potential for 
the project’s current design to result in significant visual aesthetic impacts is evaluated by 
this Second Revised EIR.   
 

This analysis of the proposed project’s visual aesthetic impacts evaluates impacts 
that would result from the most recent design of the proposed residence, which is 
substantially different than the design of the project evaluated by the original Draft EIR 
(2007) and first Revised Draft EIR (2012).  The revised proposed design is described in 
EIR Section 4.0 (Project Description).  In general, the design of the proposed residence 
has been revised so that it has a maximum height of 25 feet above existing grade, which 
is approximately ten feet lower than the maximum height of the previously proposed 
residence design.   

 
To assist in the evaluation of the project’s visual aesthetic impacts, photo-

simulations depicting visual conditions that would exist after the development of the 
proposed residence were prepared by the project architect (Peikert Group, 2012).  The 
simulations depict existing and post-project development conditions as they would be 
viewed from representative important public viewpoints located at La Mesa Park and 
from the Lighthouse Creek footbridge.  Ocean views available from the southbound lane 
of Meigs Road are very limited in extent and are provided through a narrow view 
corridor framed by trees located on and near La Mesa Park.  Views of the project site and 
the ocean beyond through the view corridor are similar to other views available from 
locations at La Mesa Park.  Therefore, project-related photo-simulations of views from 
the roadway were not prepared for this EIR. 
 
 Conclusions regarding the potential for the proposed project to result in 
significant impacts to important public scenic views were made by comparing project-
related changes to existing visual conditions with visual impact criteria.  Project-specific 
impact evaluations are provided for each significance criterion.  The evaluation of 
potential visual impacts also considers a reasonable range of design alternatives to the 
proposed project, and that analysis is located in Section 8.0 (Alternatives) of this EIR. 
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 A variety of terms to describe and evaluate the visual conditions of the project 
area are used in this EIR.  Definitions of these terms are provided below: 
 

 Views.  Anything that can be seen. 

 Public views.  Views experienced from public places.  

 Visual resources.  Items such as natural features, trees, landscaping, or 
buildings within a view.  

 Important visual resources.  Items within a view deemed to be important. 

 View corridor.  A view almost completely framed on both sides by existing 
development or landscaping that is large enough to provide a sense of contrast 
between the area in the foreground and important visual resources in the 
background.   

 Important public scenic views.  Public views that contain important visual 
resources, have scenic qualities, and are visible from heavily visited viewing 
areas.   

 Viewpoint.  The vantage point or location from which a view is experienced. 

 Visual context.  The visual resources associated with and that comprise a 
particular physical setting.  The visual context changes from one location to 
another.  The basis of the visual context stems from both the existing physical 
setting and the aesthetic expectations as described in existing plans and 
policies. 

 
5.1.1 Setting 
 
 Project Site Conditions.  The project site is located on a bluff-top property at the 
southern end of a private driveway that extends southward from the eastern terminus of 
El Camino de la Luz.  The northwestern portion of the project parcel is the proposed 
building site for the new residence.  Most of the proposed development area is partially 
paved and relatively level, and unpaved areas support sparse coverage by mostly weedy 
plant species.  The eastern portion of the proposed development area slopes moderately 
then steeply towards the Lighthouse Creek channel, which is located along the eastern 
perimeter of the project property.  The southern portion of the project property is a 
steeply sloping ocean bluff that is sparsely covered with native and non-native plants.  
The proposed development area does not itself have unique or important visual qualities, 
however, it does provide extensive views of the Pacific Ocean to the south. 
 
 Surrounding Conditions.  The project parcel is located in an urbanized area 
developed with generally small- to moderately-sized one- and two-story homes. The 
parcel west of and adjacent to the project site is occupied by a single-story residence, and 
the adjacent parcel to the north contains one- and two-story structures.  A U.S. Coast 



1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence Proposed Final EIR 
Visual Aesthetics 

 

 
City of Santa Barbara 
 

5.1-3 

Guard facility is located on the east side of Lighthouse Creek, and the Pacific Ocean 
borders the project property to the south.  Including the residences adjacent to the project 
site to the west and north, there are six one- and two-story houses located along the 
southward driveway extension of El Camino de la Luz.   
 
 The southern boundary of La Mesa Park is approximately 550 feet north of the 
project parcel.  La Mesa Park is a City-owned park that provides picnic facilities, play 
equipment, and grass-covered areas for active and passive recreation.  The park is 
bounded by Meigs Road to the east, Lighthouse Creek to the west, residential uses to the 
north, and Lighthouse Creek and U.S. Coast Guard property to the south.  A pathway in 
the southern portion of the Park leads to the footbridge that crosses Lighthouse Creek.  
 
 Important Public Scenic Views.  The Revised Initial Study prepared for the 
proposed project identified three important public scenic views that would be affected by 
the project.  Existing visual conditions for each of the identified views are described 
below.  Pictures of the identified important public scenic views are included on Figures 
5.1-2 and 3.  Figure 5.1-1 depicts the viewpoint location from which the representative 
view pictures were taken.  
 
 La Mesa Park.  Views of the project site and Pacific Ocean are provided from 
locations throughout the southern half of the park.  From the northern half of the park, 
views of the project site and ocean are generally obscured by trees and bushes.  Public 
views provided from representative locations throughout the park are described below. 
 
 “Benches” Area.  The most prominent locations in La Mesa Park that provide 
important public scenic views of the project site and Pacific Ocean are in the southern 
portion of the park where several benches have been provided to take advantage of the 
ocean views.  From the “benches” area, fore- and mid-ground views consist of the 
Lighthouse Creek footbridge, vegetation in Lighthouse Creek, and the three residences 
located on the east side of the project site driveway.  Since the project property is vacant, 
the proposed development area is not generally distinguishable from the open space area 
within the Lighthouse Creek channel that is to the east.  From the “benches” area, 
background views are dominated by the Pacific Ocean and when atmospheric conditions 
allow, Santa Cruz Island can be seen.  Due to topographic differences, views of the beach 
are not available from this area.  A representative view of the visual resources seen from 
the “benches” area in the southern portion of La Mesa Park is provided on Figure 5.1-2.   
 
 From the “benches” area, a view corridor oriented towards the ocean is framed to 
the west by the houses along the east side of the project site driveway.  The western edge 
of the view corridor is also partially defined by large bushes and a landscape tree that is 
seen as projecting above the horizon.  Views of the ocean are framed to the east by trees  
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Figure 5.1-2

Existing Views Toward the Project Site from La Mesa Park

City of  Santa Barbara

1837½  El Camino de la Luz

1 - View From the “Benches” Area 2 - View From the Southern Lawn Area

3 - View From the Picnic Area 4 - View From the Playground

See Figure 5.1-1 for Photo Location Key
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Figure 5.1-3

Existing Views Toward the Project Site from Other View Corridor Locations

City of  Santa Barbara

1837½  El Camino de la Luz

See Figure 5.1-1 for Photo Location Key

7 – View from Meigs Road

5 – View from East End of Lighthouse Creek Bridge 6 – View from Center of Lighthouse Creek Bridge
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and dense vegetation.  This vegetation also serves to screen views of structures located on 
the adjacent Coast Guard property.  The importance of the view corridor seen from the 
“benches” area is increased because views to and through the corridor are from a public 
park.   
 
 Southern Lawn Area.  Areas located throughout the southern portion of La Mesa 
Park also provide important public scenic views of the ocean, Santa Cruz Island when 
atmospheric conditions allow, and limited views of the project site.  Views of the ocean 
are available from the southern lawn area, but the view corridor is limited in extent by 
vegetation to the east and west.  From the southern lawn area, the proposed project site is 
generally screened by vegetation but is faintly visible, and homes on the east side of the 
project site driveway are partially screened by intervening trees and bushes.  A 
representative view of the ocean view corridor as seen from the southern lawn area is 
included on Figure 5.1-2.  The importance of this view corridor is increased due to its 
location in a public park.   
 
 Picnic Area.  The northern areas of La Mesa Park provide active recreation 
facilities, including a large group picnic area.  Figure 5.1-2 includes a representative view 
to the south from the picnic area.  As shown, ocean views are predominately screened by 
vegetation located on and adjacent to the park, and the project site cannot be seen.  
Therefore, important public scenic views of the ocean are not provided from this area of 
La Mesa Park.  
 
 Playground.  Another active recreation facility area in the northern portion of La 
Mesa Park is the playground, which is located west of the picnic area.  Similar to the 
views from the picnic area, views from the playground towards the project site and ocean 
are generally obscured by vegetation. Figure 5.1-2 provides a representative view to the 
south from the playground.  As depicted, only isolated and somewhat vague ocean views 
are available through the vegetation and the project site cannot be seen.  Therefore, 
important public scenic views of the ocean are not provided from this area of La Mesa 
Park. 
 
 Lighthouse Creek Footbridge.  The footbridge located south of La Mesa Park 
crosses the Lighthouse Creek channel and offers a variety of views of the project site and 
surrounding areas.  The most prominent view of the project site is from the eastern end of 
the bridge.  From this view point, fore- to mid- ground views are dominated by 
vegetation in Lighthouse Creek and three existing residences on the east side of the 
project site driveway.  The location of the project site can be clearly discerned, but it is 
not visually prominent due to existing vegetation and its generally undeveloped 
condition.  Background views as seen from the bridge include the Pacific Ocean, and 
when atmospheric conditions allow, Santa Cruz Island.  Similar to views from the 
“benches” area, views of the ocean are framed to the east by vegetation, and to the west 
by the houses located on the east side of the project site access driveway. Due to 
topographic differences, views of the beach are not available from the bridge.  Figure 5.1-
3 includes a representative view from eastern end of the footbridge. 
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 As a viewer moves closer to the center of the bridge, vegetation in Lighthouse 
creek still dominates foreground views, and background views of the ocean are framed by 
houses to the west and trees to the east.  A representative view from the center of the 
bridge toward the ocean is provided on Figure 5.1-3.   
 
 Since important visual resources (i.e., the ocean) can be viewed from the eastern 
and central portions of footbridge, those views from the bridge are considered to be 
important public scenic views.  Views of the project site and ocean are not available from 
the western end of the bridge because of intervening vegetation and the houses along the 
east side of the project site access driveway.   
 
 Meigs Road.  Meigs Road is a north-south, two-lane arterial roadway with bike 
lanes and sidewalks on the east and west sides of the road.  South of La Mesa Park, the 
roadway turns to the east and becomes Shoreline Drive.  Meigs Road has not been 
designated as a scenic roadway by the City. 
 
 A representative view toward the project site as seen from the edge of the 
southbound lane of Meigs Road is provided on Figure 5.1-3.  This public view consists of 
three distinct zones: foreground views of the La Mesa Park parking lot; mid-ground 
views of the lawn area in the southern portion of the Park; and background views of 
dense vegetation and the ocean beyond.  Views of the project site are not available from 
the northbound lane of Meigs Road.  Views toward the project site from Meigs Road are 
only briefly available to southbound motorists and bicyclists due to travel speed and the 
upcoming curve in the road.  Pedestrians, however, may take the opportunity to 
experience the view for an extended period of time.  The importance of the ocean views 
available from the southbound lane of Meigs road are diminished by the narrow view 
available through a corridor formed by trees located on an near La Mesa Park, and visual 
distractions that occur in the La Mesa Park parking lot, such as the automobile depicted 
in Figure 5.1-3.  Despite these constraints, views provided from Meigs Road are 
considered to be important public scenic views. 
 
 Other Views.  From the beach south of and adjacent to the project property, 
views towards the project site are primarily of the steep ocean bluff.  The neighboring 
residence to the west of the project site is partially visible.  Due to the presence of the 
steep sea cliff, the Santa Ynez Mountains are not visible from the beach.  Since the 
proposed project development area is only marginally visible from the adjacent beach 
area, public views toward the project site from the beach are not considered to be 
important public scenic views. 
 
 There are six existing homes along the project site access driveway that extends 
southward from the terminus of El Camino de la Luz.  The homes adjacent to the project 
site to the north and west have views of the ocean.  Ocean views from other homes 
located along the driveway may be provided from second stories or balconies that extend 
over the Lighthouse Creek channel.  
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5.1.2 Impact Significance Criteria 
 
 Important visual resources in Santa Barbara include distant scenic views of the 
ocean and mountains from public viewpoints, and distinctive architecture, landscaping, 
and community character within urbanized areas. These visual resources are recognized 
by City policies of the Local Coastal Plan, General Plan, and design review ordinances 
and guidelines. 

 Visual aesthetic quality, whether a sight is visually pleasing or displeasing, may 
be perceived and valued differently from one person to the next, and depends in part on 
the context of the environment in which a project is proposed. 

 A significant visual aesthetic impact of a project may involve: (A) substantial 
obstruction or degradation of important distant scenic views from public viewing 
locations; (B) substantial adverse on-site visual aesthetics change incompatible with the 
surrounding area; (C) substantial changes in exterior lighting resulting in glare or hazard; 
or (D) conflict with applicable visual resources policies. 

 A. Analysis of impacts of a project to important distant public scenic views is 
considered qualitatively in two steps:  

 First, does the project affect important public scenic views or not? As 
identified in the prior section, the project would affect important distant 
public scenic views of the ocean from public viewing locations in La Mesa 
Park, the Lighthouse Creek footbridge, and Meigs Road. 

 If so, would the project result in a substantial adverse change in an 
important public scenic view by (A1) substantially degrading or (A2) 
substantially obstructing the view?  The following pages provide analysis 
of impacts of the current project to the three identified important public 
scenic views using these criteria.  Impacts to important public scenic 
views as seen from the public view points identified in Section 5.1.1 are 
described in terms of factors such as the extent of view obstruction, and 
the compatibility of project-related components with surrounding visual 
resources that comprise the existing visual context.  In general, the extent 
of view obstruction may range from a determination that project-related 
features would be easily overlooked by an observer, to a conclusion that a 
substantial amount of an existing important public scenic view would be 
obscured.  Visual compatibility considers whether the proposed 
development would appear to be out of place or inconsistent when viewed 
in the context of existing development. 

B. Analysis of public views of the project site itself.  The following analysis 
considers whether there is a substantial adverse effect to on-site visual 
aesthetics that is incompatible with the surrounding area. It is not the case that 
because a home or other structure is visible that that inherently represents a 
negative visual impact. A project’s on-site visual effect is considered within 
the context of the surrounding visual setting. In this case, the proposed on-site 
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project structures and landscaping are considered within the context of the 
existing development in the surrounding neighborhood. 

C. Analysis of exterior lighting impacts was provided previously as part of the 
Revised Initial Study (Appendix A). That evaluation concluded:  

 
“Development of the proposed residence would result in additional lighting.  
Any exterior lighting would be subject to compliance with the requirements of 
SBMC §22.75, the City’s Outdoor Lighting and Design Ordinance, and 
reviewed by the ABR1.  The ordinance provides that exterior lighting be 
shielded and directed to the site such that no undue lighting or glare would 
affect surrounding residents, roads or habitat areas.  Project impacts on 
lighting and glare would be less than significant.” (Class III).  Therefore, 
potential lighting-related impacts of the proposed project would not be 
significant and no additional evaluation of criterion “C” is required.   

 
D. Consistency or conflict with applicable visual resources policies is provided in 

EIR Section 6.0, Plans and Policies Analysis.  

 
5.1.3 Impact Evaluation 
 
 The potential for the proposed project to result in significant aesthetic impacts to 
the important public scenic views identified in EIR Section 5.1.1 (ocean views from La 
Mesa Park, the Lighthouse Creek footbridge, and Meigs Road) is evaluated below.  The 
analysis is arranged to consider the potential for significant impacts relative to 
significance criteria A and B provided in Section 5.1.2.   
 
 Criterion A.  Potential for the project to result in a substantial obstruction or 
degradation of important distant scenic views from public viewing locations. 
 
 View Degradation.  This criterion indicates that a project would result in a 
significant aesthetic impact if it would substantially “degrade” an important public scenic 
view.  For the analysis of this issue, it is not presumed that visible new development in 
and of itself constitutes a substantial degradation of visual conditions. A new residence is 
evaluated within the context of existing visual conditions of the area for compatibility or 
incongruousness.    
 
 An important public scenic view would be degraded if the proposed project would 
introduce visual elements or result in environmental conditions that are visually 
incompatible with the project site or surrounding area.  Visual “incompatibility” includes 
project-related characteristics such as the size, color, or design that would be out of 

                                                 
1 Under current regulations the proposed project would now require approval by the Single Family Desgin 

Board. 
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character with the existing conditions of the project area, or changes to the appearance of 
a project site due to grading or the removal of vegetation.     
 
 Proposed Residence Size.  The proposed residence would be located on 
northwestern corner of the project property.  The residence would have a main and lower 
level and would have 1,614 gross square feet of livable floor area.  With a garage of 475 
gross square feet, the total gross building floor area would be 2,089 square feet.  Based 
on archive plan review, the proposed residence would be smaller than four of the six 
residences adjacent to the project site access drive.  Therefore, the size of the proposed 
residence would not be out of character with the surrounding neighborhood, and the three 
important public scenic view corridors in the project area would not be substantially 
degraded as a result of the size of the proposed residence.  Therefore, compatibility-
related impacts resulting from the size of the proposed residence are less than significant 
(Class III). 
 
 Proposed Residence Colors.  As depicted Figures 3.3-2 and 3, the exterior of the 
proposed residence would have a stone veneer and wood siding.  The natural color of the 
stone and wood materials would be compatible with surrounding development and the 
adjacent open space area of the Lighthouse Creek channel.  Although unlikely due to the 
type of building materials that are proposed, changes to the color of the residence could 
be made in the future, and the application of bright colors or contrasting combinations of 
colors would have the potential to be incompatible with adjacent development and open 
space areas, which could degrade views provided by the important view corridors in the 
project area.  Potentially significant but mitigable impacts to the three important public 
scenic views in the project area that may be caused by proposed colors or future color 
changes could be reduced to a less than significant level by requiring Single Family 
Design Board approval of proposed colors and future building color changes.  Proposed 
mitigation measure AES-1 requires that the proposed structure’s exterior colors be 
neutral or earth-tone, and that any subsequent color changes be approved by the Single 
Family Design Board.  With the implementation of this mitigation measure, color-related 
visual aesthetic impacts would be a potentially significant but mitigable (Class II) 
impact and would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
 
 Proposed Residence Design.  As depicted on Figure 3.3-2, the lower wall on the 
north side of the proposed residence, which would be visible from La Mesa Park and the 
Lighthouse Creek footbridge, would not be an exposed foundation wall, however, it 
would not provide the architectural detailing (e.g., windows and decks) that would be 
provided by the proposed east, west and south elevations (Figures 3.3-2, -3 and -4).  
Views of the building’s northern elevation wall would be substantially screened by 
vegetation to be provided in a proposed planting area located between the project site’s 
northern property line and the residence.  The proposed residence includes a small area of 
habitable floor space and a small deck on the upper level that would be cantilevered over 
the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope.  Other residences near the project site also have 
structural elements (decks) cantilevered over the canyon slope (See Figure 5.1-2, 
photograph No. 1).  Therefore, the proposed project’s design would not appear to be out 
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of character with other nearby residences.  Overall, the appearance of the proposed 
residence would generally be comparable to the appearance of houses located on the east 
side of the project site access driveway when viewed from La Mesa Park and the 
Lighthouse Creek footbridge.  Therefore, project-related impacts related to the general 
appearance of the proposed residence are less than significant (Class III). 
 
 Grading and Vegetation Removal.  The development of the proposed residence 
would require approximately 288 cubic yards of grading (cut) under the proposed 
residence and 21 cubic yards of fill under the on-site driveway, for a total of 309 cubic 
yards of grading.  Therefore, grading required to construct the residence would not 
substantially alter the configuration or appearance of the project parcel as seen from off-
site public viewing locations.   
 
 Vegetation on and near the proposed building area consists primarily of weedy 
plant species and some native plants.  The disturbance or removal of vegetation resulting 
from construction activities, including site clearing, grading, drilling caisson holes, and/or 
the installation of proposed storm water drainage system pipes on the canyon slope, could 
result in long-term visual impacts if disturbed vegetation is not restored.  Proposed 
mitigation measure BIO -1was identified by the Revised Initial Study prepared for the 
proposed project and would require that areas disturbed by grading and construction of 
the drainage system be replanted with native vegetation, and that the required planting be 
maintained for the life of the project.  Grading would be subject to grading permit 
standards and with the implementation of mitigation measure BIO-1, potentially 
significant visual impacts associated with vegetation removal would be reduced to a less 
than significant level (Class II). 
 
 View Obstruction.  This criterion indicates that the proposed project would result 
in a significant aesthetic impact if it would substantially obstruct views provided from 
one or more of the important public scenic viewpoints that have been identified at La 
Mesa Park or from Meigs Road.  For the analysis of this criterion, obstructing an existing 
important public scenic view could result from the introduction of one or more project-
related elements that substantially reduces or interferes with an existing public view of an 
important visual resource (i.e., ocean views).     
 
 Computer-generated photo-simulations depicting post-project development visual 
conditions were prepared to assist in the evaluation of the potential for the proposed 
residence to substantially obstruct existing important public scenic views.  Visual 
simulations depicting the proposed residence were prepared to evaluate potential impacts 
to important public scenic views that are available from the La Mesa Park “benches” and 
the southern lawn areas, and the eastern end of the Lighthouse Creek footbridge.  The 
locations of visual simulation viewpoints are depicted on Figure 5.1-1.  
 

La Mesa Park.  Areas of La Mesa Park that provide views of the proposed project 
site and ocean are evaluated in this section to determine if the project would have the 
potential to result in a significant visual impact.  As described in Section 5.1.1, the 
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evaluation areas include the “benches” area near the southern end of the park, and the 
southern portion of the park’s lawn area. 

 
“Benches” Area.  A photo depicting an existing public view towards the ocean as 

seen from the “benches” area of La Mesa Park is provided on Figure 5.1-4, and a 
simulation of post-project development visual conditions is provided on Figure 5.1-5.  As 
depicted by the photosimulation, from the “benches” area the northern and eastern walls 
of the proposed residence would be visible in the western portion of the existing ocean 
view corridor. 

 
The proposed project would result in the development of a new residence within 

the “benches” area view corridor and would change the appearance of the project site 
from a vacant appearance to a developed condition.  As shown by Figure 5.1-5, the 
proposed structure would appear to be lower in height than the existing houses that are 
currently visible within the view corridor.  As can be seen by comparing Figures 5.1-4 
and 5.1-5, the proposed residence would result in a minor loss in the amount of ocean that 
is currently visible.  The proposed residence would be visible along the western edge of 
the “benches” area view corridor, however, the structure would not substantially alter the 
visual extent of the view corridor because the western edge of the corridor would 
continue to be defined by existing trees, bushes and houses.  Therefore, as seen from the 
Mesa Park “benches” area, the proposed project would not substantially reduce or 
interfere with existing ocean views, and the project’s impact to public views of an 
important visual resource would be less than significant (Class III).   

 
Southern Lawn Area.  A photo depicting an existing public view towards the 

ocean as seen from the southern lawn area of La Mesa Park is provided on Figure 5.1-6, 
and a simulation of post-project development visual conditions is provided on Figure 5.1-
7.  As depicted by the photosimulation, the proposed residence would have a very minor 
effect on existing ocean views, and although the structure would be visible from the 
southern lawn area, it would not dominate or appear to prominently extend into the 
existing view corridor.  Therefore, as seen from the southern lawn area of the park, the 
proposed residence would result in a less than significant (Class III) visual impact to an 
existing public view of an important visual resource (ocean views).   

 
The determination that the proposed project’s current design would not result in a 

significant impact to ocean views is similar to the analysis conclusion of the original 
(2007) and revised (2012) Draft EIRs, which concluded that the project’s previous design 
would not result in a significant impact to existing views of important visual resources 
that are available from the southern lawn area.  
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Figure 5.1-4

Existing Conditions: La Mesa Park “Benches” Area

City of  Santa Barbara

1837½  El Camino de la Luz

Source: Hochhauser Blatter, 2006
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Figure 5.1-5

Proposed Project Photo-Simulation: La Mesa Park “Benches” Area

City of  Santa Barbara

1837½  El Camino de la Luz

Source: Peikert Group Architects,  2012
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Figure 5.1-6

Existing Conditions: La Mesa Park Southern Lawn Area

City of  Santa Barbara

1837½  El Camino de la Luz

Source: Hochhauser Blatter, 2006
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Figure 5.1-7

Proposed Project Photo-Simulation: La Mesa Park Southern Lawn Area

City of  Santa Barbara

1837½  El Camino de la Luz

Source: Peikert Group Architects, 2012
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 Lighthouse Creek Footbridge.  A photo depicting an existing public view towards 
the ocean as seen from the eastern end of the Lighthouse Creek footbridge is provided on 
Figure 5.1-8, and a simulation of post-project development visual conditions is provided 
on Figure 5.1-9.  As depicted by the photosimulation, the northern and eastern walls of 
proposed residence would be visible on the western edge of the view corridor that is 
visible from the eastern end of the bridge.    

 
As shown by Figure 5.1-9, the proposed structure would be seen as a southward 

extension of the existing residential development located adjacent to the Lighthouse 
Creek channel, although the proposed residence would appear to be lower in height than 
the existing houses.  A comparison of Figures 5.1-8 and 5.1-9 indicates that the proposed 
residence would result in a very small loss of existing views of the ocean.  In addition, 
the top of the proposed structure would appear to be located well below the ocean/sky 
horizon and would not substantially reduce the visual extent of the existing view corridor.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially reduce or interfere with existing 
ocean views provided from a viewpoint at the eastern end of the bridge, and the project’s 
impact to public views of an important visual resource would be less than significant 
(Class III).   

 
Meigs Road.  Views of the project site that are available from the southbound lane 

of Meigs Road are limited due to the distance between the project site and the roadway, 
and also due to intervening vegetation.  Views of the project site from Meigs Road are 
generally similar to those from the southern lawn area of La Mesa Park, although the 
roadway is approximately 200 feet farther away from the project site.  The analysis for 
the southern lawn area provided above concluded that the proposed project would not 
result in a significant impact to ocean views, and impacts to ocean views from Meigs 
Road would be even less noticeable due to the increased distance from the project site.  
Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less than significant (Class III) visual 
impact to an important public scenic view as seen from Meigs Road.   
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Figure 5.1-8

Existing Conditions: Eastern End of the Lighthouse Creek Bridge

City of  Santa Barbara

1837½  El Camino de la Luz

Source: Hochhauser Blatter, 2006
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Figure 5.1-9

Proposed Project Photo-Simulation: Eastern End of the Lighthouse Creek Bridge

City of  Santa Barbara

1837½  El Camino de la Luz

Source: Peikert Group Architects, 2012
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Other Views.  A visual simulation of the previous design of the proposed 
residence is included in the Revised Initial Study and depicts how the residence  would 
be seen from the beach south of and adjacent to the project property.  That simulation 
indicates that the upper portions of the proposed structure could be partially visible 
depending upon the viewpoint location on the adjacent beach.  However, the visible 
portions of the structure would be outlined against the sky and would not block an 
important public scenic view of the Santa Ynez Mountains.  The current design of the 
proposed residence is approximately 10 feet lower in elevation than the former project 
design, and as a result, the current design would have a reduced impact when compared 
to what is depicted by the previously prepared simulation.  The currently proposed 
residence would be visible from viewpoints along the beach, however, the project would 
not result in the loss of a substantial amount of open space or result in grading or 
vegetation removal that would adversely affect existing views from the beach.  In 
addition, the proposed residence would have size that is similar to or smaller than other 
ocean front homes in the project area.  Also, the proposed project’s design must be 
approved by the City’s Single Family Design Board, which would ensure design 
consistency with other nearby residences that can be seen from the beach.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would result in a less than significant (Class III) impact to important 
public scenic views (i.e., mountain views) that are available from the beach near the 
project property. 
 
 Development of the proposed residence would have the potential to impair 
existing ocean views that are presently available to the house directly north of the project 
site.  It is likely, however, that ocean views from the interior of the house would continue 
to be provided to the southeast, and ocean views would continue to be provided from 
deck areas that extend over Lighthouse Creek.  Ocean views that are presently available 
to the home that is west of and adjacent to the project site would not be affected by the 
proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less than significant 
(Class III) visual impact as seen from private viewing locations in the project area. 
 

Proposed Landscaping.  The landscape plan for the proposed project (Figure 3.3-
8) indicates that five landscape trees would be planted along the northern property line of 
the project site.  Proposed landscaping includes four (4) paperbark (Melalueuca 
quinquenervia) trees adjacent to the northern wall of the proposed residence, and one 
coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) located near the northwestern corner of the proposed 
residence.    

 
Paperbark trees can achieve a height of up to 40 feet, and coast live oak trees can 

reach a mature height in excess of 50 feet.  While the proposed trees would make an 
effective landscape buffer to screen views of the proposed residence, they could also 
reach mature heights that result in a blockage of existing ocean views as seen from public 
view points in and around La Mesa Park.  Therefore, the proposed landscaping would 
have the potential to result in a significant visual impact.  Landscape-related visual 
impacts are potentially significant but mitigable (Class II) and would be reduced to a 
less than significant level by proposed mitigation measure AES-2, which requires that the 
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project use landscape trees that would not reach a mature height that exceeds the height 
of the proposed residence.  Landscaping would also be reviewed and approved by the 
Single Family Design Board in accordance with City ordinance and design guidelines. 

 
 Criterion B.  Potential for the project to result in a substantial adverse on-site 
visual aesthetic change incompatible with the surrounding area. 
 
 The visual context of the project site is a vacant parcel located in a predominantly 
built-out residential neighborhood.  The project site is zoned “E-3/SD-3,” which allows 
the development of single-family residences.  Existing residential development in the 
project area consists of one- and two-story single-family homes that are generally 
moderate in size.  The eastern portion of the project site is presently overgrown with 
vegetation, which results in the appearance that the project site is part of the open space 
area provided by the adjacent channel of Lighthouse Creek.   
 
 For the comparison of the proposed project to this significance criterion, the 
project would have the potential to substantially impair the visual context of the area if 
the proposed development would introduce development features that are incongruous or 
that seem “out of place” when viewed from surrounding viewing locations.  Examples of 
development that would seem “out of place” may include a proposed land use that has 
otherwise not been established in the project area, a residence that is substantially larger 
than other nearby homes, or architectural styles that are not typically found in residential 
neighborhoods.  
 
 The proposed residence is a land use allowed by the existing project site zoning, 
and the structure would be developed consistent with applicable zoning regulations.  The 
proposed project would result in the development of a new residence on a presently 
vacant parcel that has residential development adjacent to it to the north and west, and 
when viewed from the important public view points described and evaluated above (i.e., 
the “benches” area, southern lawn area of La Mesa Park, and the footbridge over 
Lighthouse Creek) the proposed new residence and the existing residences on the east 
side of the project site access driveway would all be visible within the view corridors that 
provide views of the ocean.  Views of the proposed new residence would be consistent 
with the visual context of the surrounding area and the use of the project site to develop a 
new residence would be consistent with other land uses adjacent to and in the vicinity of 
the project site.  Based on archive plan review, the proposed residence would be smaller 
than four of the six residences adjacent to the project site access drive, and the proposed 
architectural style would be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.  As a result, 
the proposed project would not substantially impair the visual context of existing 
important public scenic views and would result in a less than significant impact (Class 
III). 
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5.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 
 

Cumulative development projects in the vicinity of the 1837½ El Camino de la 
Luz project site are described on Table 4.3-1, and the locations of the projects are 
depicted on Figure 4.3.-1. They consist of small- to moderately-sized residential additions 
and remodels, and one new single-family residence. The project closest to the 1837½ 
Camino de la Luz project site is the proposed new residence at 1925 El Camino de la Luz 
(site of a former residence prior to 1978). 
 

Most of the projects in the area would make relatively minor additions to existing 
structures and would not substantially change the visual character of the project area. 
These projects, including the proposed residence at 1925 El Camino de la Luz, would not 
be visible from La Mesa Park and would not affect the important public views potentially 
affected by development on the proposed project site. Therefore, development in the 
project area would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to important public 
scenic views, and the proposed project would not substantially contribute to a significant 
cumulative aesthetic impact. The proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts 
to visual aesthetics would be less than significant (Class III). 
 
5.1.5 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 
 
 Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the aesthetic 
impacts of the proposed project to a less than significant level. 
 
 IMPACT AES-1.  The use of bright colors or contrasting combinations of 
colors would have the potential to degrade important public scenic views.   
 

AES-1. Color Approval.  Colors to be used on the exterior of the proposed 
residence shall be approved by the Single Family Design Board.  
Exterior colors shall be neutral or earth-tone tones.  Subsequent color 
changes to the residence shall also be approved by the Single Family 
Design Board. 

 
IMPACT AES-2.  Landscaping used at the project site has the potential to 

obtain a mature height that would result in additional obstruction of important 
public scenic views. 
 

AES-2. Landscape Plan Compliance.  The Owner shall comply with the 
Landscape Plan approved by the Single Family Design Board (SFDB).  
Such plan shall not be modified unless prior written approval is obtained 
from the SFDB.  The landscaping on the Real Property shall be provided 
and maintained in accordance with said landscape plan, including any 
tree protection measures.  If said landscaping is removed for any reason 
without approval by the SFDB, the owner is responsible for its 
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immediate replacement.  Proposed landscaping trees and shrubs shall 
consist of drought-tolerant species that when mature will not attain a 
height that exceeds the height of the proposed residence roof line.  The 
project site property owner shall be responsible for maintaining 
landscaping in compliance with this requirement over the life of the 
project. 

 
 Proposed mitigation measure BIO-1 (see the Revised Initial Study in Appendix 
A) provides examples of native plants that may be used for site restoration purposes, 
including western sycamore and coast live oak.  Those tree species, however, would not 
comply with the requirements of measure AES-2 because they could achieve a mature 
height that is greater than the height of the proposed residence and could block existing 
ocean views from public view points in the project area.  Proposed mitigation measure 
BIO-1 as presented in Summary Table 2.3-1 of this EIR has been modified to omit the 
use of sycamore and oak trees from the suggested plant list.  These tree species do not 
exist on the project site and their elimination from the suggested plant list would not 
adversely affect the ability to adequately revegetate the project property. 
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5.2 GEOLOGY  
 
 This section provides an evaluation of geologic hazards that have the potential to 
significantly affect the 1837½ El Camino de la Luz project, and focuses on the potential 
for the proposed residence to be adversely affected by slope stability impacts.  The 
analysis is based on the results of previous studies of the project site; conclusions of three 
reports prepared by Dr. William Anikouchine; and two reports prepared by Earth 
Systems Pacific.  The reports prepared by Dr. Anikouchine and Earth Systems Pacific are 
listed below and are included in the appendices of this EIR.  Brief descriptions of each 
report are also provided below. 
 

 Peer Review of Geologic Analysis for a Project at 1837½ El Camino de la 
Luz (Anikouchine, 2005). (Exhibit E of the Revised Initial Study, EIR 
Appendix A) 
 

 Geological Inspection Trench at 1837½ El Camino de la Luz, (Anikouchine, 
2009).  (EIR Appendix B) 

 
 Geological Investigation of Slope Stability at 1837½ El Camino de la Luz, 

(Anikouchine, 2011).  (EIR Appendix C) 
 
 Ocean Bluff Erosion Retreat Study, Barthels Residence, 1837½ El Camino de 

la Luz, Santa Barbara, California (Earth Systems Pacific, Revised March 21, 
2013).  (EIR Appendix D) 

 
 Canyon Slope Stability Analysis and Erosion Study, Barthels Residence, 

1837½ El Camino de la Luz, Santa Barbara, California (Earth Systems 
Pacific, Revised July 9, 2013).  (EIR Appendix E) 

 
The 2005 Anikouchine report provided a review and summary of 17 reports and 

other correspondence regarding previous geological investigations conducted for the 
proposed project and project site.  The 2005 report also provided an analysis of existing 
slope stability conditions at the project site.  As described in more detail below, the 2005 
report concluded that the slope in the immediate area of the project site is stable.  The 
2005 report is provided in its entirety as an attachment to the Revised Initial Study (2005) 
prepared for the proposed project (Appendix A). 

 
The 2009 Anikouchine report was prepared to determine if a previously reported 

bedding plane fracture with the potential to result in significant slope stability impacts 
actually existed on the project site.  As described in more detail below, the 2009 report 
concluded that the previously reported bedding plane fracture does not exist on the 
project site.  The entire 2009 report is provided in Appendix B of this Revised EIR. 

 
The 2011 Anikouchine report was prepared to evaluate the potential for the 

proposed project to be adversely affected by slope stability impacts.  As described in 
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more detail below, the 2011 report concluded that the project site would be stable after 
the development of the proposed project, and that although unlikely to occur, potentially 
significant slope stability impacts that could result from excessive increases in 
groundwater levels beneath the project could be reduced to a less than significant level 
with the implementation of a proposed mitigation measure to provide an adequate storm 
water drainage system on the project site.  The entire 2011 report is provided in Appendix 
C of this Revised EIR. 

 
The March 2013, Earth Systems Pacific report identified a revised location for the 

top of the coastal bluff at the project site, and also evaluated the rate of bluff retreat at the 
project site.  As described in more detail below, the revised top of bluff location is 
consistent with top of bluff location identified by public comments submitted on previous 
versions of this EIR.  The evaluation of bluff retreat rates at the project site was prepared 
using previous geologic studies, aerial photographs, and digital technology.  The 
evaluation of bluff retreat rates determined that the coastal bluff at the project site is 
retreating (moving landward) at an average rate that is lower than what has been reported 
by previous studies.  (Appendix D) 

 
The July 2013, Earth Systems Pacific report identified a revised location for the 

top of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope on the project site, and evaluated the stability 
and erosion potential of the creek canyon slope on the project site.  The evaluation of the 
stability of the creek canyon slope was based on a field reconnaissance, subsurface 
exploration, laboratory testing of soil samples, and a review of aerial photographs.  City 
of Santa Barbara staff concur with the identified top of canyon slope, and California 
Coastal Commission geologist Mark Johnsson (2013) has also concurred with the 
location of the top of the canyon slope.  The evaluation of the creek canyon slope 
determined that bedrock and soil comprising the slope are stable under both static 
conditions and earthquake conditions.  (Appendix E) 
 
5.2.1 Setting 
 
 Site Conditions.  The topography of the 23,885 square foot project parcel varies 
substantially and includes an east-west trending coastal bluff adjacent to the Pacific 
Ocean, a north-south trending canyon slope that forms the western bank of Lighthouse 
Creek, and a relatively level area in the northwestern portion of the project parcel.  The 
top of the coastal bluff is approximately 105 feet above sea level, and the top of the 
Lighthouse Creek canyon slope is at an elevation of approximately 109 feet above sea 
level.  The elevation of the proposed building site varies between approximately 112 feet 
above sea level in the northwest corner and approximately 95 feet in the southeast corner.  
Lighthouse Creek is a small stream that extends southward from an area south of Cliff 
Drive and discharges to the Pacific Ocean down a steep slope that cuts the ocean bluff 
face southeast of the project site.  The proposed building site is approximately 25 feet 
above the Lighthouse Creek channel.   
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The proposed building site is located in the northwestern portion of the project 
parcel.  The western and central portions of the building site are level and have been 
paved with asphalt.  The eastern portion of the building site is located on a slope that is 
the upper portion of the canyon that contains Lighthouse Creek.  The portion of the creek 
canyon slope located on the building site has an average gradient of approximately 50 
percent.  Another level area approximately 600 square feet in size is located southeast 
and adjacent to the proposed building site, and would be used to provide required open 
yard area to serve the proposed residence.  The level portion of the proposed building site 
and the adjacent yard area were graded in the early 1950’s.   
 
 The project site is underlain by the Monterey Shale formation.  This formation is 
often thinly bedded, highly fractured and susceptible to wave-caused erosion.  In 
addition, bedding planes in the formation that slope seaward may be prone to block 
sliding.  However, as described in more detail below, the Monterey formation at the 
project site has characteristics that are more resistant to erosion and the orientation of 
bedding planes are such that a block slide type of sea cliff failure is not the type of failure 
most likely to affect the project site.   
 

The geology of the project site is described as artificial fill and terrace sand lying 
upon shale and claystone bedrock.  The sand is reported to underlie the paved portion of 
the project site and to be five to six feet thick.  An angular unconformity (a type of 
contact between rock layers) exists at the mouth of the Lighthouse Creek channel in the 
southwest corner of the project parcel.  This feature separates the steep dipping strata to 
the east of the project site from the more gently dipping strata found along the beachfront 
of the project parcel. 
 
 On February 14, 1978, a large landslide, known as the El Camino de la Luz slide, 
occurred along the coastal bluff west of the project site.  The slide affected an area 
approximately three acres in size and destroyed two homes.  The eastern edge of the main 
portion of the slide was approximately 200 feet west of the project parcel.  The probable 
cause of the slide was determined to be the seaward component of dip of the Monterey 
formation strata and surface water that was allowed to permeate the ground surface in the 
slide area.  The added weight of the water and the lubrication it provided caused the shear 
strength of the weakest bedding plane to be exceeded and fail (Anikouchine, 2005). 
   
 Previous Geologic Investigations.  A peer review of 17 separate reports that 
evaluated the geologic conditions at and adjacent to the project site was conducted by Dr. 
William Anikouchine (2005).  The project-related geologic reports were prepared 
between 1971 and 2002 by ten different consulting firms and consulting geologists.  
Based on the review of the various geologic reports and field investigations, Dr. 
Anikouchine concluded that the reports prepared by CFG Consultants (1996) and Fisher 
(2001, 2002) adequately characterized the geological conditions at the project site.   
 
 Coastal Bluff Characteristics.  The coastal bluff on the southern side of the 
project property has a compound slope that is generally convex upward.  The lower 
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portion of the bluff has a gradient of 65 to 75 degrees, while the upper portion of the bluff 
has a gradient of approximately 35 degrees.  Anikouchine described the lower portion of 
the bluff as the “oceanographic bluff edge,” which is the most landward point where sea 
waves have a direct effect on bluff erosion.  Monterey Formation bedrock in the lower 
portions of the bluff dip1 25 to 50 degrees to the southwest, and trend sub-parallel along 
the bluff face.  Fisher (2001) stated “rocks comprising the seacliff at El Camino de la Luz 
are hard, highly siliceous and more resistant to erosion than most locations along the 
Santa Barbara Coastline.”   
 
 Top of Bluff Designation.  The California Coastal Commission’s definition of 
“bluff edge” states: “In cases where the top edge of the cliff is rounded away from the 
face of the cliff as a result of erosional processes related to the presence of the steep cliff 
face, the bluff line or edge shall be defined as that point nearest the cliff beyond which 
the downward gradient of the surface increases more or less continuously until it reaches 
the general gradient of the cliff.  In a case where there is a step-like feature at the top of 
the cliff face, the landward edge of the topmost riser shall be taken to the cliff 
edge…”(California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 13577(h)(2).  Based on the 
convex upward configuration of the bluff, the top of bluff was previously identified as 
being located where the previously described break in slope gradient occurs between the 
upper and lower portions of the bluff (Fisher, 2001, and Anikouchine, 2005 and 2009).  
Based on previous interpretations, the bluff edge was identified as being located 
approximately 25-50 feet south of the proposed project building site.   
 
 The location of the top of bluff was re-evaluated by Earth Systems Pacific 
(2013a) and determined to be located south of and adjacent to the proposed building pad, 
generally following the location of an existing concrete curb and drainage swale.  At the 
southeastern corner of the paved area, the bluff top follows a moderately broad ridgeline 
that trends down to the mouth of Lighthouse Creek.  This top of bluff location is 
consistent with the Coastal Commission definition that refers to the “landward edge of 
the topmost riser.” The revised top of bluff location, and its location in relation to the 
proposed residence, is depicted on Figure 5.2-1.   
 
 Project Site Coastal Bluff Retreat.  Coastal bluff retreat is an erosion- and 
landslide-related hazard that affects the bluffs along the City’s coast.  Coastal bluff retreat 
is a continual, natural process caused by both marine and terrestrial erosion process that 
cause the bluffs to “retreat” or move landward.  The bluff environment is very dynamic 
and there can be great variation in the composition, structure and strength of the rocks 
and soil that form the bluffs.   
 

The City of Santa Barbara Safety Element (2013) indicates that several studies of 
sea cliff retreat rates have been conducted in the Santa Barbara area.  One study evaluated 
erosion rates over a 70-year period and determined that the highest retreat rate was 
approximately 12 inches per year, while the average erosion rate is eight inches per year.  
The estimated rates of sea cliff retreat vary due to local differences in the composition  
                                                 
1 The angle the strata forms with a horizontal plane. 



Figure 5.2-1

Revised Top of Bluff Location
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Source: Earth Systems,  2013
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and structure of the cliffs, the effects of bluff-top development, and barriers located at the 
base of the cliffs such as cobbles, boulders, or rip rap.   

 
City LCP, Safety Element, and Master Environmental Assessment policies and 

procedures include requirements for conducting site-specific geologic investigations of 
seacliff retreat rates.  Several studies have been conducted at the El Camino de la Luz 
project site to estimate the rate at which the top of the bluff at the project site erodes 
landward (i.e., the rate of bluff retreat).  The most recent evaluation of project site bluff 
retreat rates was conducted by Earth Systems Pacific (2013a).  Information provided by 
the Earth Systems Pacific report is summarized below.    
 

K-C Geotechnical (1987) indicated a retreat rate of six to eight inches per year at 
the project site based on a report by Thomas W. Dibble Jr. (1986), which was prepared 
for the parcel at 1837 El Camino de la Luz.  Norris (1988) estimated a rate of four inches 
of bluff retreat per year at the project site based on the review of aerial photographs taken 
in 1943, 1954 and 1986.  CGG Consultants (1996) reviewed aerial photographs dated 
1928, 1938, 1947, 1954, 1959, 1969, 1972 and 1995, and concluded that the top of the 
bluff at the paved parking area had not changed in over 65 years, and estimated the bluff 
retreat rate to be “less than four inches per year.”  Fisher (2001) reported that a site 0.56 
miles to the west of the project site (station WHEELER) had zero inches of retreat since 
1927. 

 
The Earth Systems Pacific evaluation of the rate of bluff retreat at the project site 

was based upon a comparison of the conditions shown on a 1953 aerial photograph and a 
current topographic map, with stereographic interpretation of the 1953 photograph 
performed using manual and digital/computer stereo-scope techniques.  The results were 
then geo-registered and plotted onto a 2010 digital Las Mesa ortho photograph using the 
computer program Global Mapper.  This methodology resulted in a digitally-aided plot 
that is more accurate than previous bluff retreat analyses based on manual methods.  The 
new analysis determined that the maximum bluff erosion retreat over the 59-year period 
between 1953 and 2012 was five feet, or an average rate of 1.02 inches of retreat per 
year. 

Top of Bluff Setback Requirements.  Coastal Act policies and regulations, and 
City LCP and Safety Element policies address top of bluff setbacks.  The LCP policy 
(Seacliff Retreat Section) states “New development on the top of a cliff shall be placed at 
such distance away from the edge of the cliff that normal rates of erosion and cliff 
material loss will not seriously affect the structure during its expected lifetime.”  A 75-
year timeframe was used to evaluate the effects of bluff retreat because this is the period 
of time generally used by the City as the expected design life of new residential 
structures. 

 
 Lighthouse Creek Canyon Slope Characteristics.  Lighthouse Creek in the 
vicinity of the project site is incised into a canyon that begins in La Mesa Park and  
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terminates at the ocean bluff.  The western bank of the canyon is located on the eastern 
portion of the project property.  On the project site, the western stream canyon bank is 
approximately 25-35 feet in height, with an average gradient of 1.75:1 
(horizontal:vertical) in the upper half of the slope.  The lower half of the slope flattens to 
a 3.5:1 gradient.   
 
 Site investigation borings determined that four to five feet of fill soil have been 
placed on the upper portion of the canyon slope.  The locations of the borings are 
depicted on Figure 5.2-2.  The fill soil is underlain by moderately hard, fractured, 
weathered, interbedded shale and claystone bedrock of the Monterey Formation.  No 
evidence of gross slope instability was observed in the on-site canyon slope during the 
site investigation.  The Monterey Formation bedrock at the site is considered to be 
grossly stable due to its favorable cross bedding strength characteristics and its bedding 
orientations of 28 to 34 degrees dipping into the slope face.  Additional information 
regarding the stability of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope on the project site is 
provided in the “Landslide Hazards” subsection below.  Figure 5.2-3 provides a cross 
section drawing of the project site canyon slope, and depicts the orientation of the 
bedding planes and the location of fill soil that has been placed on the slope. 
 
 Erosion along Lighthouse Creek appears to be limited to areas adjacent to the 
active creek channel.  No defined eroded banks were observed within the bottom of the 
creek adjacent to the proposed building area.  In addition, no significant erosion has 
occurred along the top edge of the canyon slope during the last 60 years.  In the vicinity 
of the creek mouth, the channel is incised to a depth of approximately 10 feet.  The 
incised erosion in this area may have been caused by drainage flowing from a 24-inch 
culvert that discharges surface drainage from the Coastguard Lighthouse area on the east 
side of the creek (Earth Systems Pacific, 2013b). 
 
 Top of Canyon Slope.  The top of bank for Lighthouse Creek at the project site 
was previously identified as being located where the gradient of the western creek bank 
changes from approximately 1.75:1 (horizontal:vertical) to 3.5:1.  Based on this 
interpretation, the top of bank was previously interpreted to be approximately 50 feet east 
of the proposed building site.   

 
City of Santa Barbara Zoning Ordinance Section 28.87.250 (Development Along 

Creeks) defines "top of bank" as “the line formed by the intersection of the general plane 
of the sloping side of the watercourse with the general plane of the upper generally level 
ground along the watercourse.”  Based on this definition, the top of the canyon that 
contains Lighthouse Creek on the project site is generally located east of and adjacent to 
the existing asphalt pad that has been installed on the relatively level portion of project 
site.  The revised top of canyon slope location and its location in relation to the proposed 
residence is depicted on EIR Figure 5.2-2.  As depicted on Figure 5.2-2, the identified top 
of slope extends roughly north to south across the central portion of the proposed 
building area. 



Figure 5.2-2

Canyon Top of Slope and Borehole Locations

City of  Santa Barbara

1837½  El Camino de la Luz

Source: Earth Systems,  2013
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Figure 5.2-3

Project Site Geology Cross Section 

City of  Santa Barbara

1837½  El Camino de la Luz

Source: Earth Systems,  2013
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Landslide Hazards.  Landslide conditions associated with the on-site coastal 
bluff and Lighthouse Creek canyon slope are described below. 

 
Coastal Bluff. Landslides affecting the coastal bluff on the project parcel are 

reported to have occurred in the 1970’s.  Soil slumps have also occurred near the edge of 
the cliff.  The scarp left by one of these slumps is still visible just below the base of the 
wooden stairs leading to the concrete-lined swale in western portion of the project site.  
Another landslide at 1839 El Camino de la Luz, west of the proposed project site, 
occurred in November 1995.  That slide did not alter the form of the upper edge of the 
cliff.   
 
 Anikouchine, along with others, identified evidence of a large landslide that 
affected the coastal bluff in the southeast corner of the project property.  The direction of 
movement for this slide was to the southwest, nearly perpendicular to the dip direction of 
the Monterey formation strata.  This failure might have been exacerbated by the removal 
of lateral support by erosion in Lighthouse Creek. 
 
 Soil creep (the slow down slope movement of soil) is reported to be a minor 
concern at the project site.  Previous geologic investigations of the project site suggested 
that the use of caissons set into the shale bedrock and the control of runoff water would 
minimize the effects of soil creep. 
 
 The peer review of the previous geologic investigations conducted by 
Anikouchine (2005) noted several disagreements between the various reports regarding 
conclusions pertaining to the geologic conditions of the project site.  These disagreements 
included discrepancies regarding the reporting of the orientation (strike and dip) of the 
Monterey formation strata at the project site and conclusions regarding the ability of the 
Monterey formation at the project site to resist erosion.  Another area of disagreement is 
in regard to the presence of an open bedding plane fissure on the project site.  Smith 
(1980) indicated that he observed the fissure from the beach and projected it northward.  
The building envelope recommended by Smith is located east of the fissure where the 
bedrock was found to be “extremely competent and of high strength.”  CFG Consultants 
(1996) indicates that the “open bedding plane fracture” is actually a one-inch thick 
asphaltum bed.  In his review of these reports, Anikouchine concurred with the findings 
by CFG Consultants, except in the matter of the existence of an open bedding plane 
fracture versus an asphaltum bed.  Heavy vegetation prohibited examination of the 
ground surface at the building site, precluding the ability to confirm previous 
determinations.   
 

The original Draft and Proposed Final EIRs prepared for the proposed project 
recommended the implementation of a mitigation measures to address the issue of the 
previously reported bedding plane fracture on the project site.  However, in their 
consideration of the original Proposed Final EIR, the Planning Commission requested 
that additional information regarding the presence or absence of the fracture be included 
in the EIR, and if necessary, an assessment of the potential for the fracture to result in a 
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significant project-related slope stability impact also be addressed.  Additional 
information regarding the suspected bedding plane fracture and the potential for the 
project site to be adversely affected by slope stability impacts is provided in Section 5.2.3 
below.  

 
Lighthouse Creek Canyon Slope.  The Monterey Formation bedrock that 

comprises the creek canyon’s western slope is considered to be grossly stable due to its 
favorable cross bedding strength characteristics and its bedding orientation dipping into 
the slope face.  The colluvial soils (material that has washed down from the slopes above) 
located on the lower half of the canyon slope and in the bottom of the creek are expected 
to be stable due to their location on the flatter portion of the slope and because the soil is 
only one to two feet thick (Earth Systems Pacific, 2013b).  Fill material, consisting of 
clayey sand and gravel, was placed on the upper portion of the creek channel bank in the 
1950’s, and the eastern portion of the proposed residence would be constructed over this 
material.  Information regarding a site-specific evaluation of the stability of the fill soil is 
provided in Section 5.2.3 below. 
 
5.2.2 Impact Significance Criteria 
 
 A project would have the potential to cause a significant geologic hazard if it 
would result in: 
 

A. Exposure to or creation of unstable earth conditions due to seismic 
conditions, such as earthquake faulting, groundshaking, liquefaction, or 
seismic sea waves. 

B. Exposure to or creation of unstable earth conditions due to geologic or soil 
conditions, such as landslides, settlement, or expansive, 
collapsible/compressible, or expansive soils. 

C. Extensive grading on slopes exceeding 20%, substantial topographic change, 
destruction of unique physical features; substantial erosion of soils, 
overburden, or sedimentation of a water course. 

 Criterion A.  Potential impacts related to seismic hazards under criterion “A” 
were evaluated by the Revised Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (ENV2002-
00214).  That evaluation concluded:  
 

“The property is not subject to fault rupture, seiche, or tsunami, and has minimal 
liquefaction potential because there are no known faults on the project site, the 
site is not near an enclosed body of water that could subject it to a seiche, soils at 
the site are not saturated sand (necessary prerequisites for liquefaction) and the 
site is well above the tsunami run-up area.  Therefore, there would be no impacts 
from seiche, fault rupture, tsunami, or liquefaction. Future development on the 
site would be subject to requirements of the Uniform Building Code, which 
includes provisions to ensure that proposed structures withstand the effects of 
ground shaking, resulting in a less than significant impact.” 
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 Therefore, potential seismic hazard impacts of the proposed project would not be 
significant and no additional evaluation of significance criterion “A” is required.   
 
5.2.3 Impact Evaluation 
 
 Criterion B.  Exposure to or creation of unstable earth conditions due to geologic 
or soil conditions, such as landslides, settlement, or expansive, collapsible/compressible, 
or expansive soils. 
 
Coastal Bluff Slope Stability  
 
 Bedding Plane Fracture Investigation.  In response to direction provided by the 
Planning Commission, an additional geological investigation of the project site was 
conducted in 2009 by Dr. Anikouchine to determine if the suspected bedding plane 
fracture that had been reported by others existed on the project site.  It was important to 
determine if the fracture is present because previous reviews of the project site geology 
indicated that the fracture could be a plane of weakness along which a block slide slope 
failure could occur, and that such a block slide could involve movement of all of the 
material west of the fracture, potentially resulting in a significant impact to the proposed 
project. 
  

To confirm the presence or absence of the bedding plane fracture, a geologic 
inspection trench was developed on the project site.  The location of the trench is 
depicted on Figure 5.2-4.  The trench was excavated using a backhoe and consisted of 
two segments: an east-west segment 45 feet long, and a north-south segment 31 feet long.  
Both segments were approximately 2.5 feet wide and eight feet deep.  The trench was 
excavated to a depth that encountered a subcrop of Monterey formation strata.  The walls 
of the trench were inspected and mapped, and rock samples were collected from the 
trench for laboratory testing.  Additional information regarding the characteristics of rock 
and soil observed in the trench is provided in Appendix B.  
 

Inspection of the trench concluded that there was no evidence of the suspected 
bedding plane fracture.  Therefore, the proposed building site would not be affected by 
the type of block slide slope failure previously described by other investigators.  No 
springs or shallow groundwater were encountered in the trench, which indicates that 
groundwater levels are not located near the ground surface and it is unlikely that the 
project site would be affected by liquefaction.      

 



Figure 5.2-4

s

1837½  El Camino del la Luz

City of  Santa Barbara

Project Site Geologic Exploration Trench

Source: Anikouchine, 2009

Map of the parcel at 1837½ Camino de la Luz. The position and orientation
of the geologic exploratory trench is shown by the heavy black line. The
trench is in two segments. The east-west segment is 45 feet long. The north-
south segment is 31 feet long. Both segments are approximately 2½ feet wide
by 8 feet deep. The heavy blue line marks the expected position of the
subcrop of the Monterey formation bedding plane that was encountered at
the bottom of the trench.
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As part of the 2009 site investigation, the rock strata at the base of the coastal 
bluff where the open bedding plane fracture was reported to exist were inspected.  It was 
observed that a seam of fissle (capable of being split along the bedding planes) shale 
approximately 1.5 inches thick was interbedded between strata of thick marl (calcareous 
and siliceous shale).  The marl is more resistant to wave erosion than the shale, and as a 
result, the shale strata had been scoured out to a depth of approximately one inch.  Based 
on this evidence, it appears that the wave scour of the interbedded shale had been 
misinterpreted as an open fracture or a petroliferous seam by previous investigators. 

 
The geologic inspection trench was excavated, inspected and backfilled in a single 

day.  The soil excavated from the trench was placed back into the trench and compacted 
to approximately 95 percent relative compaction.  The trench area was replanted with the 
vegetation that had been removed from the east and south ends of the trench segments, 
and other portions of the trench were repaved with asphalt, similar to pre-inspection 
conditions.  Curbs that were disturbed by the trenching process were reconstructed with 
concrete. 
 

The 2009 site investigation concluded that strata under the project site dip 
southward and that the strike (the compass direction at a right angle to the dip) of the 
strata is not parallel to the east-west trend of the toe of the coastal bluff.  Due to this 
orientation, the rock strata that form the coastal bluff at the project site are buttressed to 
west.  Conditions similar to this have resulted in failures of the coastal bluff elsewhere 
along the shoreline in the project area.  The 2009 site investigation concluded that 
additional analysis would be required to evaluate the slope stability of the project site.   

 
As recommended by the 2009 geological investigation, an additional slope 

stability analysis of the project site was conducted by Dr. Anikouchine in 2011.  The 
results of that study are summarized below and the complete report is provided in EIR 
Appendix C.   

 
Additional Slope Stability Analysis (2011).  As part of his review of the proposed 

project conducted in 2005, Dr. Anikouchine evaluated the stability of the project site 
bluff.  That analysis evaluated the overall stability of the slope based on its topographic 
profile, bedding plane orientation, shear strength characteristics of the Monterey 
formation, and other factors.  The evaluation indicated that the entire slope of undisturbed 
Monterey shale is stable under conditions of a severe earthquake.  The results of the 2005 
slope stability analysis are attached to the Revised Initial Study prepared for the proposed 
project (Appendix A).  The 2005 slope stability analysis concluded that the project site 
bluff was stable, however, site-specific data regarding the shear strength and other 
characteristics of rocks on the project site were not available when the analysis was 
prepared.   

 
In response to the recommendation provided by Dr. Anikouchine in his 2009 

report, an additional slope stability evaluation of the project site was completed in 2011.  
The objective of the 2011 slope stability analysis was to supplement the previous slope 
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stability evaluation by using site-specific laboratory testing data obtained from rock 
samples collected during the 2009 site investigation.  The 2011 analysis evaluated the 
project site conditions to determine the type of slope failure mechanisms that could affect 
the project site, and based on the results of that analysis, evaluated the likelihood for a 
slope failure to occur.  Four potential types of slope movement were evaluated: 
 

 A plane failure down a single bedding plane. 

 A wedge-type failure on two intersecting planes, such as a bedding plan and a 
fracture. 

 A toppling failure of nearly vertical beds or jointed slabs of bedrock. 

 A circular failure where only unconsolidated sediment or highly fractured rock 
form the bluff. 

Each of the slope movement mechanisms described above have occurred in the 
Santa Barbara County coastal bluffs and, the type of rock movement associated with each 
type of failure mechanism is depicted graphically on Figure 5.2-5. 

   
The 2011 slope stability evaluation included an inspection of the project site and 

surrounding bluffs to assess the following conditions that could contribute to slope 
instability: 
 

 The attitude of the Monterey formation strata in the bluff face and on the wave-
cut platform fronting the bluff at the project parcel. 

 Persistent fractures located in the bluff or wave-cut beach terrace. 

 Evidence of previous slope failures in the bluff located at the project site and near 
the project site. 

 Bedrock exposures were inspected for asperities in the bedding planes and in 
fracture surfaces.  Asperities are irregularities in the bedding planes such as 
roughness, which can be measured in millimeters; and waviness, which can be 
measured in inches or feet. 



Figure 5.2-5

s

1837½  El Camino del la Luz

City of  Santa Barbara

Generalized Types of Slope Failures

Source: Modified from Anikouchine, 2011

Circular  Failure

Plane  Failure

Wedge  Failure

Toppling  Failure
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The 2011 slope stability analysis also considered the effects of placing additional 
weight (a residential structure) on the project site.  The 2011 slope stability analysis 
evaluated existing and proposed project site conditions to derive a slope stability “factor 
of safety.”  A factor of safety less than 1.0 indicates unstable conditions, while a factor of 
safety greater than 1.5 indicates stable slope conditions under static conditions.  A factor 
of safety between 1.0 and 1.5 indicates “metastable” conditions, or stable provided the 
slope is subjected to no more than small disturbances.  A factor of safety of 1.5 or greater 
under static conditions is generally required for a project site to be considered suitable for 
a proposed development and the issuance of a building permit.  A factor of safety of 1.1 
or greater is generally required for the project site to be considered stable during an 
earthquake (pseudo-static conditions). 

 
Geologic conditions at and adjacent to the project site pertinent to the evaluation 

of potential slope stability impacts are depicted and described on Figure 5.2-6.  In 
summary, the 2011 slope stability analysis identified two prominent fractures cutting the 
bluff in the study area: one of the fractures is located on the project site; the second 
fracture is visible in an area to the west of the project parcel and may also extend onto the 
project site.  It is possible that a zone of interrupted bedding that was observed on the 
beach west of the project site is a seaward extension of the fracture that was identified to 
the west of the project site.   

 
Plane Failure.  The 2011 slope stability analysis evaluated the potential for the 

project site to be affected by a plane-type slope failure.  That analysis evaluated factors 
that could result in a plane failure, including bedding plane orientation (strike and dip), 
topography of the project site and surrounding areas, characteristics of on-site bedding 
planes (e.g., rock material type and asperities), and data regarding the characteristics of 
the rock formations that were obtained from samples taken from the investigation trench 
developed on the site in 2009.  The analysis also included an estimate of the additional 
weight that would be placed on the bluff by the proposed project, and evaluated the slope 
stability impacts of an earthquake (pseudo-static analysis).  The analysis of these 
conditions concluded that the project site bluff would be stable after the development of a 
residence on the project site and during a seismic event.   

 
Wedge Failure.  Figure 5.2-7 depicts the proposed project site, the area 

approximately 600 feet west of the project site, and the outline of recent and historic 
landslides that have occurred in the project area.  The area affected by the 1978 El 
Camino de la Luz slide is outlined in the central portion of the figure.  The ancient  
 



Topographic map showing geological data used in the assessment of the potential for
slope failure at 1837½ Camino de la Luz. The parcel boundary is outlined with a thin
cyan line. The heavy black lines are contacts between relatively undisturbed Monterey
formation beds (Tm), the unconsolidated materials capping the elevated marine terrace
(Tmt), and landslide debris (Qls). The heavy red lines mark the location of fractures
seen cutting the bluff. They are dashed and queried where uncertain. Bedding
attitudes are shown by strike and dip symbols and dip values in degrees. The light blue
lines are drainage tubes extending towards the beach. The approximate building
footprint is outlined with a thin black line. The geologic exploration trench is shown by
a heavy green line.
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Figure 5.2-7

1837½  El Camino del la Luz

City of  Santa Barbara

Landslides in the Project Area

Source: Modified from Anikouchine, 2011

This image cannot currently be displayed.

Isometric representation of the coast from Lighthouse Creek to about Oliver Street viewed 
toward the  northwest.  The project parcel boundary is shown by the black outline in the 
lower right corner of the figure.  The lowest plane represents sea level.  North is parallel to the 
short axis of the lower plane.  The mesh size is 5 feet.    The landslide features  are shown as 
red lines and include the Camino de la Luz landslide of  February 14, 1978, which lies west of 
the zone of interrupted bedding is indicated by the closed blue figure on the beach.  The heavy 
blue lines represent steep bluffs that might be fracture planes. 
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slide on the southeast portion of the project parcel is depicted on the right side of the 
figure.  Steep bluffs are depicted on the Figure by blue lines.  The steep bluffs are likely 
the result of slope failures caused, in part, by fractures on the west side of individual 
wedge-type slope failures.   

 
Based on the geological conditions of the project site and surrounding area, the 

2011 slope stability analysis concluded that a wedge-type failure would be the type of 
slope movement most likely to affect the project parcel.  The ancient landslide in the 
southeast corner of the project parcel and the El Camino de la Luz slide of 1978 also 
appear to be wedge-type slope failures.   
 

The fracture depicted on Figure 5.2-6 as being located just west of the project 
parcel has the potential to cause a wedge-type slope failure, similar to other landslides 
that have occurred in the project area.  A wedge-type failure affecting the project site 
would most likely occur at the intersection of a bedding plane having the least shear 
strength on the eastern side of the project site and the fracture identified west of the site 
(refer to Figure 5.2-8).  The 2011 slope stability analysis evaluated the fractures located 
on and near the project site and assessed the potential for those fractures to result in a 
wedge-type failure.  That analysis determined that after the implementation of the 
proposed project, the project site coastal bluff would have a slope stability factor of 
safety of 2.6, which indicates stable slope conditions.  Therefore, the fractures that have 
been identified on and near the project site would not result in a significant slope stability 
impact. 

 
The wedge failure slope stability analysis for the project site was repeated to 

evaluate what effects rising groundwater levels caused by winter storms may have on 
project site slope stability conditions.  This additional analysis was conducted to provide 
a very conservative evaluation of potential slope stability impacts, and because it is 
thought that the large El Camino de la Luz slide of 1978 was caused by an increase in 
ground water pressure resulting from excessive uncontrolled storm water runoff with 
consequent infiltration into a pre-existing slide mass.  It should be recognized, however, 
that the geologic conditions at the project site are substantially different from the 
conditions that contributed to the 1978 El Camino de la Luz landslide.  The slope failure 
that occurred in 1978 affected a pre-existing slide mass, while the geologic substrate at 
the proposed project site is intact marl strata of the Monterey formation.  Furthermore, 
the slope stability analysis conducted for the project site indicates that the site is stable, 
which is supported by the fact that the project site remained stable when the bluff area to 
the west failed in 1978. 

 
The additional slope stability analysis showed that the stability of the coastal bluff 

is more sensitive to the amount of water infiltrating into the ground than the weight of a 
structure placed on the site.  The possibility of a wedge-type slope failure at the project 
site is increased when the groundwater level is increased.  Groundwater levels at the 
project site are controlled by a variety of factors, including topography, rainfall amounts 
and intensity, evapotranspiration by vegetation, and the manner in which groundwater 
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moves through bedrock material.  Additional information regarding how these factors 
affect groundwater levels at the project site is provided in Appendix C.   

Based on the absence of observed seeps or springs in the project site bluff, or 
evidence of seeps or springs such as plant growth or water-stained rock, it is likely that 
groundwater beneath the project site is located at or near the base of the bluff (sea level).  
The effects of increasing groundwater levels on the stability of the project site coastal 
bluff are summarized on Tables 5.2-1 and 5.2-2.  The tables indicate that a one-foot 

Table 5.2-1 
Effects of Groundwater Levels on Project Site Slope Stability 

Increase in Groundwater 
Head (ft) (1) 

Calculated Slope Stability 
Factor of Safety 

0 2.609 
1 2.258 
2 1.919 
3 1.625 
4 1.381 
5 1.181 
6 1.018 
7 0.883 

Source:  Anikouchine, 2011 

(1) The increase in groundwater head is an increase in the 
elevation of the ground water surface.  It is expected that 
groundwater levels at the project site are generally at or near 
the base of the coastal bluff.  

Table 5.2-2 
Slope Stability Dependence on Groundwater Levels 

UNSTABLE

Water Head, feet

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

F
ac

to
r 

of
 S

af
et

y

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

STABLE

METASTABLE

Source:  Anikouchine, 2011 
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increase in the groundwater level at the project site would decrease the project site slope 
stability factor of safety from 2.6 to 2.3, which is still a stable slope condition.  If 
groundwater levels were to increase by more than three feet, the slope stability factor of 
safety would drop below 1.5, indicating a potentially unstable slope condition.   
 

The potential for groundwater levels at the project site to increase sufficiently to 
result in unstable slope stability conditions was evaluated by the 2011 slope stability 
analysis.  In summary, the analysis concluded that only a small portion of rain water 
actually infiltrates into the ground to become groundwater.  For example, based on 
annual average precipitation in the project region (approximately 18 inches per year), it is 
estimated that about five inches of that water is stored as groundwater, and that a 100-
year storm event would be expected to result in a four-inch increase in groundwater 
levels.  Additional information regarding water infiltration and historic storm conditions 
in the Santa Barbara area is provided in Appendix C.  Therefore, it is unlikely that a 
major storm or that annual rainfall conditions would raise groundwater levels beneath the 
project site sufficiently (i.e., more than three feet) to result in an unstable slope stability 
condition. 
 

Although the 2011 slope stability analysis indicates that the project site bluff is 
stable, an analysis of how a wedge-type failure, should one occur, might affect the project 
site and proposed residence was provided.  This analysis was conducted because the 
fracture to the west of the project site dips steeply enough to act as a potential release 
plane for a plane failure (see analysis provided above) as well as acting as part of a large 
wedge failure.  For this analysis, it was assumed that the east side of a wedge failure 
would be formed by a bedding plane having low shear strength.  The bedding plane that 
crops out at the lowest elevation of the bluff would be under the maximum stress caused 
by the weight of the overlying wedge block material.  The location of the Monterey 
formation bedding plane most likely to meet these requirements is depicted as the heavy 
blue line on Figure 5.2-8.  A potential wedge failure block could exist between the lowest 
exposed Monterey formation bed (the blue line on Figure 5.2-8) and the fracture to the 
west of the project site that is also depicted on Figure 5.2-8.  The fracture to the west does 
not appear to extend across the proposed building envelope and it was not observed in the 
geologic inspection trench that was developed on the project site.  Furthermore, there is 
no surface expression of the fracture on the project parcel.  Slight soil creep was observed 
in the southeast corner of the proposed building envelope, but no tension fracture release 
surface appears to transect the top of the wedge.  Based on the conditions described 
above, Figure 5.2-8 depicts the largest wedge block area that would likely impact the 
project site.  As depicted on Figure 5.2-8, the possible wedge failure area could adversely 
affect the project site, but does not include the proposed building footprint.   

 
In conclusion, the wedge failure analysis concluded that the project site is stable; 

it is unlikely that increases in groundwater levels would adversely affect the stability of 
the project site; and even if a slope failure were to occur, it is unlikely that the proposed 
building pad would be affected such that a catastrophic failure of the proposed residence  
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Figure 5.2-8

1837½  El Camino del la Luz

City of  Santa Barbara

Project Site Geology and Theoretical Wedge Failure Area

Source: Modified from Anikouchine, 2011

This image cannot currently be displayed.

N

The heavy red lines mark the location of fractures seen cutting the bluff. The
heavy blue line shows the outcrop of the lowest bed in the Monterey
formation that intersects the fracture in the bluff just west of the subject
parcel. The approximate building footprint is outlined with a thin black line.
The geologic exploration trench is shown by a heavy green line. The
kinematically possible wedge failure area is depicted as the hatched area
between the western fracture (heavy red line) and the bedding outcrop
(heavy blue line). Hatching is limited to the observable extent of the
fracture.
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would result.  The analysis does emphasize, however, the importance of controlling 
runoff on the project site to minimize the infiltration of water into the bluff, because the 
addition of excessive amounts of water and resulting increase in groundwater pressure 
has the potential to result in a slope failure impact.  This potentially significant impact 
can be feasibly reduced to a less than significant level by installing and maintaining an 
adequate storm water runoff system on the project site, and limiting landscape irrigation 
to the maximum extent possible.   

 
Circular and Toppling Failure.  The 2011 slope stability analysis evaluated the 

potential for the project site to be impacted by circular and toppling slope stability 
failures, and concluded that those types of slope movement mechanisms are unlikely to 
affect the site.  A circular failure would be unlikely because such a slope failure could 
only occur in the unconsolidated material overlying the Monterey strata that underlies 
most of the project site, or in landslide debris that lacks the cohesion of intact rocks.  The 
unconsolidated material at the project site is only about seven feet thick, therefore, only 
minor material movement at the project site would be subject to this type of slope failure.  
A toppling failure typically occurs in rocks having fractures or bedding planes that are 
dipping nearly vertically, and such a condition does not exist at the project site.   

 
Conclusion.  The 2011 slope stability analysis concluded that the project property 

coastal bluff would remain stable after the development of the proposed residence, and 
the slope would remain stable under earthquake conditions.  The probability of a wedge-
type slope failure at the project site would be increased if storm water runoff and/or 
landscape irrigation water is allowed to infiltrate into the ground in amounts sufficient to 
result in a substantial rise in local groundwater levels.  However, it is unlikely that 
increases in groundwater levels resulting from major storms, annual rainfall and/or 
landscape irrigation would be sufficient to result in a significant slope instability impact, 
especially if storm water runoff is managed in a manner to convey water off of the project 
site in a controlled manner, and landscape irrigation is minimized.  Therefore, project-
related slope stability impacts would be a potentially significant but mitigable (Class 
II) impact, and can be reduced to a less than significant level by implementing proposed 
mitigation measures GEO-1 and GEO-2.  Proposed mitigation measure GEO-1 specifies 
standards related to the design of the proposed residence foundation, and site drainage 
and landscaping, and GEO-2 pertains to structure foundation design approval. 

 
Based on a review of project site topography, it appears that most project site 

runoff is presently directed to Lighthouse Creek, and some of the project site runoff sheet 
flows over the coastal bluff.  The proposed project site drainage system would implement 
the requirements of EIR mitigation measure GEO-1 to construct and operate an on-site 
drainage system by directing drainage from the project site to Lighthouse Creek.  
Providing an on-site drainage system would also have the beneficial effect of reducing 
erosion that may result from existing runoff discharges over the creek bank and/or coastal 
bluff.  Initial Study mitigation measures GEO-1 and BIO-1 require the use of drought 
tolerant landscaping on the project site, and mitigation measure BIO-3 requires that any 
drip irrigation system installed on the bluff be removed after two full seasons of plant 
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growth.  Similarly, EIR mitigation measure GEO-1 prohibits the long-term use of an 
irrigation system on the project site. 

 
Lighthouse Creek Canyon Slope Stability 
 
 The stability of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope located on the project site was 
evaluated by Earth Systems Pacific and the study conclusions are presented in a report 
titled Canyon Slope Stability Analysis and Erosion Study, Barthels Residence 1837-1/2 El 
Camino De La Luz, Santa Barbara, California (2013).  Conclusions of this report are 
summarized below and the complete report is provided in Appendix E of this EIR.  The 
2013 slope stability report was reviewed by California Coastal Commission geologist 
Mark Johnsson (2013) who concurred with the report’s conclusions. 

 
Earth Systems Pacific concluded that the Monterey Formation bedrock at the 

project site is grossly stable due to its favorable cross bedding strength characteristics and 
its bedding orientation dipping into the slope face.  Due to the presence of the favorable 
bedding orientation, the potential for block and cross bedding rotational failures within 
the shale and claystone bedrock is very slight.  The colluvial soils on the lower half of the 
canyon slope and in the bottom of the creek are expected to be stable due to their location 
on the flatter portion of the slope and because the soil is only one to two feet thick. 

 
The fill soils that were placed on the upper canyon slope in the 1950’s appear to 

be grossly stable due to their apparent age and the lack of evidence of slope instability.  
However, an evaluation of the stability of the fill soil was conducted to identify potential 
failure surfaces within the fill that may be present under saturated soil conditions.  The 
slope stability analysis concluded that the fill soil has a factor of safety of 1.53 under 
static conditions, and a 1.16 factor of safety when seismic forces are considered.  A factor 
of safety of 1.1 or greater is generally required for a project site to be considered stable 
during an earthquake, and a factor of safety greater than 1.5 indicates stable slope 
conditions under static conditions.  Since the fill soil was determined to have a static 
condition factor of safety above 1.5 and a dynamic factor of safety of greater than 1.1, the 
evaluation concluded that the fill soils on the project site canyon slope are stable. 

 
The slope stability analysis determined that the top of the critical failure plane2 in 

the fill soil is located approximately five (5) feet west of the top of the canyon slope.  
While a failure along this plane is not expected, the evaluation concluded that it would be 
“imprudent” to build a structure right at or within the critical failure plane.  Therefore, a 
10-foot setback from the top of the canyon slope was recommended if the proposed 
residence would be developed using a conventional foundation constructed on the fill 
soil.   

 

                                                 
2 Slope stability analyses evaluate the effects of driving forces vs. resisting forces acting along potential 
planes of failure.  The plane identified with the lowest factor of safety, which is derived by dividing 
resisting force by the driving force, is considered to be the “critical failure plane.” 
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The slope stability evaluation also indicates that it is unlikely that the soil placed 
on the canyon slope is an engineered fill, and as a result a conventional foundation could 
be damaged due to soil density and moisture content variations within the fill material.  
Typically, remediation of undocumented fill requires that the fill material be excavated 
and replaced in a controlled and engineered manner.   

 
As an alternative to the removal and replacement of the fill material, a drilled 

caisson foundation system could be used, which involves constructing reinforced 
concrete posts in vertical holes drilled into the bedrock.  Beams are then constructed to 
span between the caissons so that the structure’s foundation is supported by the 
underlying bedrock rather than relying on fill material for support.  In addition, a caisson 
foundation system would require less disturbance of the canyon slope when compared to 
the effects of removing the previously placed fill soil.  With the use of a caisson 
foundation system, the potential for instability of the fill, although remote, becomes moot 
because the fill would not be used to support the foundation.  Also, with the use of a 
caisson system, a setback from the top of the canyon slope would not be required. 

 
The project has proposed to use a caisson foundation system, which would reduce 

the potential for impacts related to the presence of undocumented fill on and near the 
building site.  Proposed mitigation measure GEO-2 requires that the building foundation 
design be approved by a licensed Engineering Geologist or Geotechnical Engineer, which 
would ensure that a foundation adequate for the project and project site conditions is 
constructed.  With the implementation of mitigation measure GEO-2, potential canyon 
slope stability impacts, and impacts that may be caused by the presence of fill material on 
the canyon slope, would be potentially significant but mitigable (Class II) and would 
be reduced to a less than significant level.   

 
Coastal Bluff Retreat 
 

As described in Section 5.2.1 above, a review of aerial photos determined that 
five (5) feet of bluff retreat occurred at the project site over a 59-year time span from 
1953 to 2012.  This rate of bluff retreat is equal to an average rate of 1.02 inches per year, 
which is considerably less than the average city-wide rate of retreat of eight (8) inches 
per year reported by the City’s 2013 Safety Element.  The primary reason for the reduced 
rate of retreat is that the Monterey Formation bedrock material at the project site is highly 
siliceous and resistant to erosion.  Also, the bedding trends sub-parallel along the bluff 
face, which increases the rock’s resistance to sea wave erosion.  No sea caves were 
observed in the bluff face and only minor undercutting along the bottom of the bluff was 
observed, further illustrating that the bedrock exposed in the bluff face is resistant to sea 
wave erosion (Earth Systems Pacific, 2013a).  California Coastal Commission geologist 
Mark Johnsson (2013) concurred with the methodology used to determine bluff retreat 
rates at the project site. 

 
Using an average rate of bluff retreat of 1.02 inches per year, the bluff edge at the 

project site would retreat landward approximately 6.4 feet over a 75-year period.  The 
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calculated annual rate of bluff retreat of 1.02 inches per year reflects environmental 
conditions that have existed in the recent past, and may not adequately predict rates of 
bluff erosion that could occur in the future due to a climate change induced rise in sea 
level.  A rise in sea level and an increase in storm and wave intensity could accelerate the 
erosion of the bluff at the project site.  While many factors would affect how sea level 
rise and wave action could impact the bluff at the project site, the California Climate 
Adaptation Strategy (2009) indicates that a recent study of southern California concluded 
that erosion rates “are expected to accelerate by 20 percent for a sea-level rise of 39.4 
inches (100 cm).”  A 39-inch rise in sea level would be near the mid-range of future sea 
level conditions recommended by the California Coastal Commission (2015), which 
indicate that sea level conditions in 2100 could be 17-66 inches higher than sea level 
conditions in 2000.  California Coastal Commission geologist Mark Johnsson (2013) 
concurred with the use of a 20 percent increase in bluff erosion rates to evaluate sea level 
rise impacts on the proposed project.  With a 20 percent increase in the project site bluff 
retreat rate, the annual rate of retreat would be approximately 1.22 inches per year and 
the existing edge of the bluff would retreat landward approximately 7.6 feet over a 75-
year planning period.   

 
The existing (2012) bluff edge at the project site, and the projected future (2087) 

bluff edge, are depicted on Figure 5.2-1.  As shown, the proposed residence would be 
located a minimum of approximately eight (8) to 17 feet landward of the current bluff 
edge.  Assuming that the bluff edge retreats landward a total of 7.6 feet over a 75-year 
period, the future bluff edge would be approximately nine (9) feet to less than one foot 
from the proposed residence.  A future bluff edge setback of less than one foot could 
render the proposed residence unsafe, however, the project would implement and be 
consistent with the provisions of the Coastal Act and LCP policies as well as Safety 
Element Policy S23.b, which requires a setback from the bluff edge to accommodate 75 
years of bluff retreat.  It should be recognized that the Earth Systems Pacific (2013a) 
evaluation of coastal bluff retreat at the project site agreed with conclusions previously 
stated by Anikouchine (2005, 2011) that sea wave-related erosion will be confined to the 
lower, steep part of the bluff.  The lower portion of the bluff was described by 
Anikouchine as the “oceanographic bluff edge.”  The conclusions by Earth Systems 
Pacific and Anikouchine are further supported by the findings of other previous studies, 
which found that virtually no retreat at the top of the bluff has occurred over the past 65 
years.  Therefore, the analysis of potential coastal bluff retreat impacts conducted by 
Earth Systems Pacific (2013a) concluded “it is reasonable to infer that it will likely be 
well over 100 years before retreat of the oceanographic bluff edge would impact the bluff 
top…”   

 
The proposed project would result in an increase in impermeable area, and new 

landscaping irrigation would have the potential to result in an increase in non-storm 
runoff water.  Increased storm and non-storm runoff from the project site would have the 
potential to result in an increase in terrestrial erosion of the coastal bluff if it were to flow 
over bluff edge and down the bluff face.  However, the proposed project’s storm water 
drainage system includes a drainage swale located north of and adjacent to the bluff edge, 



1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence Proposed Final EIR 
Geology 

 

 
City of Santa Barbara 
 

5.2-35 

which would collect water before it flows over the bluff edge, and would convey the 
collected runoff to Lighthouse Creek.  Therefore, the project would not result in an 
increase in the amount of runoff water that flows over the bluff edge.  In addition, the 
landscaping requirements of proposed mitigation measure GEO-1 would further 
minimize the amount of irrigation water used at the project site.  Therefore, based on the 
conclusions of site-specific evaluations of coastal bluff retreat, the proposed project 
would result in less than significant (Class III) bluff retreat impacts and no additional 
mitigation measures are required. 
 
 Subsidence.  Based on a laboratory evaluation of on-site soils conducted by 
Buena Engineers (1971), it was concluded that the project site is subject to soil 
settlement-related impacts.  The report indicates that potential subsidence impacts can be 
adequately addressed using a properly engineered foundation design.  Proposed 
mitigation measure GEO-2 requires that the proposed project provide an appropriate 
structure foundation.  With the implementation of the mitigation measure GEO-2, 
potential subsidence impacts are significant but mitigable (Class II) and would be 
reduced to a less than significant level. 

 
 Expansive Soils.  An evaluation of the project site conducted by Smith (1980) 
concluded that soils at the project site are expansive.  This potentially significant impact 
can be reduced to a less than significant level by the use of a caisson foundation as 
proposed by the project, rather than foundation footings.  Proposed mitigation measure 
GEO-2 requires that the proposed project provide an appropriate structure foundation and 
that the foundation be approved by a licensed Engineering Geologist or Geotechnical 
Engineer.  With the implementation of mitigation measure GEO-2, potential expansive 
soil impacts would be significant but mitigable (Class II) and would be reduced to a 
less than significant level. 

 
 Criterion C.  Extensive grading on slopes exceeding 20%, substantial 
topographic change, destruction of unique physical features; substantial erosion of soils, 
overburden, or sedimentation of a water course. 
 
 Proposed construction activities at the project site would occur in the area of the 
relatively level building pad in the northwest corner of the project property, and on the 
upper portion of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope.  The gradient of the canyon slope on 
the proposed building site is approximately 50 percent.   

 
Short-Term Impacts.  The proposed project would require approximately 288 

cubic yards of cut and 21 cubic yards of fill (309 total cubic yards).  Grading for the 
project would be minimized by the proposed use of a caisson foundation, which would 
avoid the need to remove fill soil that was placed on the canyon slope in the 1950’s.  The 
amount of grading at the project site would not be extensive, however, due to the 
proximity to Lighthouse Creek, project-related ground disturbance would have the 
potential to result in a significant short-term erosion impact.  This potential impact would 
be minimized by preparing and implementing an on-site erosion control plan that 
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implements the requirements of Building and Safety Division’s Erosion/Sedimentation 
Control Policy and the City’s Storm Water Management Program.  Compliance with 
existing policy requirements would prevent short-term erosion-related impacts from 
becoming significant and no mitigation measures are required.  Therefore, potential 
short-term grading impacts would be less than significant (Class III).   

 
Long-Term Impacts.  The disturbance or removal of vegetation resulting from 

construction activities at the project site, such as the drilling of caisson holes and/or the 
installation of proposed storm water drainage system pipes on the creek canyon slope, 
could result in long-term erosion-related impacts if disturbed vegetation is not restored.  
Proposed mitigation measure BIO-1 was identified by the Revised Initial Study prepared 
for the proposed project and requires that areas disturbed by grading and construction of 
the drainage system be replanted with native vegetation, and that the required planting be 
maintained for the life of the project.  With the implementation of mitigation measure 
BIO-1, potential construction-related long-term erosion impacts are significant but 
mitigable (Class II) and would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
  

Runoff water from the project site would be collected by a series of catch basins 
and underground pipes, and conveyed to a proposed discharge point located in the 
Lighthouse Creek channel.  A substantial increase in the amount of storm water 
discharged from the project site and/or the concentrated discharge of collected runoff 
would have the potential to result in a significant increase in the erosion of the 
Lighthouse Creek channel.  However, as shown on EIR Table 9.1-1 (Project Site Storm 
Water Runoff Characteristics), the proposed project would result in a small decrease in 
peak storm water flows from the project site.  To minimize the potential for concentrated 
flow-related erosion impacts to the creek channel, the proposed drainage system includes 
the installation of a rip-rap energy dissipater at the proposed discharge location.  In 
addition, proposed mitigation measure BIO-5 was identified by the Revised Initial Study 
prepared for the proposed project and requires that a Streambed Alteration Agreement be 
obtained from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife prior to the installation of 
the proposed drainage devices in the creek channel.  With the implementation of 
mitigation measure BIO-5, potential long-term storm water discharge-related erosion 
impacts are significant but mitigable (Class II) and would be reduced to a less than 
significant level.  
 
5.2.4 Cumulative Impacts 
 
 Cumulative development projects in the vicinity of the 1837½ El Camino de la 
Luz project site are described on Table 4.3-1, and the locations of the projects are 
depicted on Figure 4.3.-1.  They consist of small- to moderately-sized residential 
additions and remodels, and one new single-family residence. The project closest to the 
1837½ Camino de la Luz project site is the proposed new residence at 1925 El Camino 
de la Luz. A significant cumulative slope stability impact would involve the combined 
projects resulting in a change to the configuration of the bluff at or near the proposed 
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project site, or a substantial increase in storm water runoff and/or a substantial increase in 
groundwater levels. 
 

The project proposal at 1925 El Camino de la Luz would be a new residence on 
property subject to the 1978 landslide that swept away the prior residence on the site. 
This prior unstable slope activity raises the question of whether there is potential that the 
combined effects of the pending projects could substantially affect area slope stability, 
bluff configuration, and/or runoff or groundwater levels. The 1978 landslide did not 
affect the project site at 1837½ El Camino de la Luz. Also, based on regulatory 
requirements, it can be reasonably expected that the project at 1925 El Camino de la Luz 
will be required to demonstrate that its effects on slope stability, surrounding bluffs, 
runoff, and groundwater would not be significant before the project would receive 
discretionary permit approval, or a grading or building permit. Incremental geologic 
effects from the project at 1925 El Camino de la Luz would not have the potential to 
result in a significant combined effect. 

 
Other pending projects in the area consist of residential remodels or small 

additions to existing structures. These projects would be located approximately 1,000 feet 
from the proposed project site and would not result in a cumulatively substantial increase 
in runoff or increased groundwater levels. The area projects would together add weight to 
the ground surface, however the increased weight would not represent a significant 
cumulative impact because of the relatively small scope of the projects and distance 
between sites. 

 
All cumulative projects would be required to comply with State and City site 

development and building regulations, including erosion and water quality protection 
requirements. Consequently, the pending project in the area do not have the potential for 
significant cumulative geological hazard impacts, and the project proposed at 1837½ 
Camino de la Luz would not have a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative 
effect. The project contribution to cumulative geologic hazard risks would be less than 
significant (Class III).  
 
5.2.5 Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 
 
 Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce potential 
slope stability and soil-related impacts of the proposed project to a less than significant 
level.   
 
 IMPACT GEO-1.  An inadequate storm water drainage system or a 
substantial increase in landscape irrigation on the project site would have the 
potential to result in a significant slope stability impact.   

GEO-1 Storm Water Pollution Control, Drainage Systems Maintenance 
and Project Site Landscaping.  Owner shall maintain the drainage 
system and storm water pollution control devices in a functioning 
state and in accordance with the Storm Water BMP Guidance 
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Manual and Operations and Maintenance Procedure Plan approved 
by the Creeks Division.  Should any of the project’s surface or 
subsurface drainage structures or storm water pollution control 
methods fail to capture, infiltrate, and/or treat water, or result in 
increased erosion, the Owner shall be responsible for any necessary 
repairs to the system and restoration of the eroded area.  Should 
repairs or restoration become necessary, prior to the commencement 
of such repair or restoration work, the Owner shall submit a repair 
and restoration plan to the Community Development Director to 
determine if an amendment or a new Building Permit and Coastal 
Development Permit is required to authorize such work.  The Owner 
is responsible for the adequacy of any project-related drainage 
facilities and for the continued maintenance thereof in a manner that 
will preclude any hazard to life, health, or damage to the Real 
Property or any adjoining property. 

 
All project site landscaping shall be designed to use native species 
that do not require irrigation except for their propagation.  Limited 
areas of non-native plants may be used if long-term irrigation is not 
required.  

 

 IMPACT GEO-2.  The proposed residence has the potential to be adversely 
affected by fill soil previously placed at the project site, subsidence and expansive 
soil impacts. 

GEO-2 Foundation Design Approval.  The location and design of the 
proposed structure foundation, which implements a caisson 
supported foundation system, shall be approved by a licensed 
Engineering Geologist or Geotechnical Engineer. 
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6.0 PLANS AND POLICY ANALYSIS 

 
 This section provides a preliminary evaluation of the El Camino de la Luz 
Residence project’s compliance with applicable requirements of the California Coastal 
Act and the City’s Local Coastal Plan, Zoning Ordinance and Single-Family Residence 
Design Guidelines.  The Santa Barbara Planning Commission will make the final 
determination regarding the project’s consistency with applicable plans and policies. 
 

6.1 ZONING ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS 

 The project site is located in an area zoned “E-3” (One-Family Residence) with an 
SD-3 (Coastal Overlay) Zone, and is also located within the Hillside Design Overlay 
area.  The project site conforms to the “E-3” zone minimum parcel size requirement of 
7,500 square feet per lot; conforms to Zoning Ordinance requirements related to 
development standards; and would be consistent with the site’s residential land use 
designation. 

 
6.2 COASTAL ACT and LOCAL COASTAL PLAN (LCP) POLICIES 

 
6.2.1 Water and Marine Environments 

California Coastal Act Section 30230.   Marine resources shall be maintained, 
enhanced, and where feasible, restored. Special protection shall be given to areas and 
species of special biological or economic significance. Uses of the marine environment 
shall be carried out in a manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal 
waters and that will maintain healthy populations of all species of marine organisms 
adequate for long-term commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational purposes. 

 
Potentially Consistent.  The proposed project would not result in development that 

would directly affect the marine environment or marine organisms.  Potentially 
significant indirect effects to marine resources could result if the project were to result in 
substantial discharges of pollutants to the ocean.  As described in EIR Section 9.1.5 
(Impacts Found Not to be Significant, Water Environment) the project’s potential short- 
and long-term water quality impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with 
the implementation of mitigation measures W-1 (Drainage and Water Quality) and GEO-
1 (Storm Water Pollution Control, Drainage Systems Maintenance and Project Site 
Landscaping).  Therefore, the proposed project is potentially consistent with this Coastal 
Act Section. 
 

California Coastal Act Section 30231.  The biological productivity and the 
quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain 
optimum populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human health shall 
be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing 
adverse effects of waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing 
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depletion of ground water supplies and encouraging waste water reclamation, 
maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and 
minimizing alteration of natural streams. 
 

Potentially Consistent.  The proposed project would implement a variety of design 
measures that would minimize impacts to coastal waters, and proposed mitigation 
measures would reduce the potential for impacts to coastal waters to a less than 
significant level.  Wastewater from the project would be discharged to the City sewer 
system, and development regulations and proposed mitigation measures GEO-1 (Storm 
Water Pollution Control, Drainage Systems Maintenance and Project Site Landscaping) 
and BIO-4 (Erosion Control/Water Quality Plan) require the implementation of short- 
and long-term erosion control best management practices.  The project proposes to 
convey collected storm water runoff to Lighthouse Creek and as shown on EIR Table 
9.1-1, the proposed development would not result in an increase in existing runoff flows.  
The proposed project would not impact native habitat located on the project site ocean 
bluff and would minimize disturbance to native habitat on the Lighthouse Creek canyon 
slope.  Habitat areas impacted by the proposed storm water discharge pipe that would 
discharge to Lighthouse Creek would be restored consistent with the requirements of 
proposed mitigation measure BIO-1 (Habitat Restoration) and requirements that may be 
specified by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife in the Streambed Alteration 
Agreement that would be required for the project.  Therefore, the project would not result 
in significant impacts to water quality or natural habitat, would maintain the biological 
productivity and quality of coastal waters, and is potentially consistent with this Coastal 
Act Section.  
 

LCP Goal.  Enhance and preserve the City’s critical ecological resources in 
order to provide a high quality environment necessary to sustain the City’s ecosystem.  
This LCP goal is also a 1994 Conservation Element, Biological Resources Section goal.  

 
Potentially Consistent.  A 2013 biological evaluation of the project property found 

that the proposed building site and the upper slopes of the Lighthouse Creek canyon are 
predominately covered with a variety of ruderal (weedy) plant species, although some 
native plants are interspersed along the upper slope of the Lighthouse Creek canyon.  
While the level portion of the project site and the upper slopes of the Lighthouse Creek 
canyon provide little biological value, the middle and lower portions of the Lighthouse 
Creek canyon slope support native, woody scrub vegetation.   
 

The eastern portion of the proposed residence would extend approximately 12 to 
30 feet beyond (east) of the designated top of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope, 
however, the residence would be approximately 70-80 feet west of the Lighthouse Creek 
channel.  The vegetation on the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope that would be directly 
impacted (i.e., removed) by the project consists mostly of non-native species that provide 
little biological value.  The construction of the proposed project site drainage system, 
which includes a pipe that would discharge runoff to Lighthouse Creek, would result in a 
small area of temporary disturbance on the lower and more biologically-sensitive slope of 
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the Lighthouse Creek canyon.  Proposed mitigation BIO-1 requires that project site areas 
disturbed by grading and the installation of the drainage system be replanted with 
appropriate native plants, and that invasive plants located between the building site and 
Lighthouse Creek be removed and those areas be replanted with appropriate native 
plants.  Other mitigation measures are also proposed, including requirements to limit site 
disturbance and to prevent short- and long-term erosion that could adversely affect the 
water quality of Lighthouse Creek. 

 
The project would not result in new development on the coastal bluff located on 

the southern portion of the project site.  Therefore, the project would not disturb any 
coastal bluff scrub habitat located on that portion of the project site. 

 
Therefore, the proposed project is potentially consistent with this LCP goal.  

 
LCP Policy.  The habitats of rare and endangered species shall be preserved.  

This LCP policy is also Policy 5.0 from the 1994 Conservation Element, Biological 
Resources Section. 
 

Potentially Consistent.  Protocol surveys to detect the presence of California red 
legged frog (CRLF), a federally “threatened” species, were conducted in Lighthouse 
Creek adjacent to the project site in 2006.  No CRLF were observed and the survey report 
concluded that based on aquatic conditions in the creek there is a low probability the 
CRLF inhabit Lighthouse Creek near the project site (Tierney, 2006).  Therefore, the 
proposed project is potentially consistent with this LCP policy.  
 
 LCP Policy 6.8.  The riparian resources, biological productivity, and water 
quality of the City’s coastal zone creeks shall be maintained, preserved, enhanced, and, 
where feasible, restored. 

 Potentially Consistent.  A 2013 biological evaluation of the project property found 
that the proposed building site and the upper slopes of the Lighthouse Creek canyon are 
covered with a variety of ruderal (weedy) plant species.  Imbedded in the non-native 
plants are sparse stands of native plants, including blackberry, toyon, lemonadeberry, 
poison oak, and wild rye.  While the level portion of the project site and the upper slope 
of the Lighthouse Creek canyon provide little biological value, the middle and lower 
portions of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope support native, woody scrub vegetation.   
 

The eastern portion of the proposed residence would extend approximately 12 to 
30 feet beyond (east) of the designated top of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope, 
however, the residence would be approximately 70-80 feet west of the Lighthouse Creek 
channel.  The vegetation on the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope that would be directly 
impacted (i.e., removed) by the project consists mostly of non-native species that provide 
little biological value.  The construction of the proposed project site drainage system, 
which includes a pipe that would discharge runoff to Lighthouse Creek, would result in a 
small area of temporary disturbance on the lower and more biologically-sensitive slope of 
the Lighthouse Creek canyon.  The Revised Initial Study prepared for the proposed 
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project includes mitigation measures to minimize potential impacts to biological 
resources on and near the project site, and to the water quality of Lighthouse Creek.  
Also, the 2013 biological evaluation recommended several new mitigation measures to 
further reduce potential impacts to biological and water resources.  Proposed mitigation 
measures that would reduce the project’s impacts to biological resources and water 
quality are included in Sections 2.0 (Summary) and 9.0 (Impacts Found Not to be 
Significant), and are summarized below:  

 
 Disturbed areas are to be restored consistent with the requirements of an approved 

restoration plan (Mitigation Measure BIO-1);  
 

 Appropriate landscaping plants are to be used on the project site (Mitigation 
Measure BIO-2);  

 
 An appropriate irrigation system is to be used at the project site (Mitigation 

Measure BIO-3);  
 

 Appropriate water quality protection measures are to be implemented and 
maintained during project construction (Mitigation Measure BIO-4);  

 
 A Streambed Alteration Agreement is to be obtained from the California 

Department of Fish and Game (now the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife) (Mitigation Measure BIO-5); 
 

 Implement specified active bird nest protection measures if construction occurs 
during the breeding season (Mitigation Measure BIO-6); 
 

 A biologist shall be present during initial vegetation removal and grading 
activities to salvage and relocate wildlife that may be encountered (Mitigation 
Measure BIO-7); 
 

 Proposed construction/disturbance areas are to be temporarily fenced to minimize 
impacts to surrounding areas (Mitigation Measure BIO-8). 
 
In addition to the above requirements, any exterior lighting on the project site 

would be subject to compliance with the requirements of SBMC §22.75, the City’s 
Outdoor Lighting and Design Ordinance.  The ordinance requires that exterior lighting be 
shielded and directed to the site such that no undue lighting or glare would affect 
surrounding residents, roads or habitat areas.   

 
The implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, as well as adopted City 

standards and construction site requirements, such as the Building and Safety Division’s 
Erosion/Sedimentation Control Policy, and other agency regulations, would reduce the 
potential for project-related impacts to biological resources, and minimize the potential 
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for erosion, sedimentation and other discharges to the creek.  Therefore, the proposed 
project is potentially consistent with this LCP policy.  
 

LCP Policy 6.10.  The City shall require a setback buffer for native vegetation 
between the top of the bank and any proposed project.  This setback will vary depending 
upon the conditions of the site and the environmental impact of the proposed project. 
 

Potentially Consistent.  The eastern portion of the proposed residence would 
extend approximately 12 to 30 feet beyond (east) of the designated top of the Lighthouse 
Creek canyon slope, however, the residence would be approximately 70-80 feet west of 
the Lighthouse Creek channel.  The vegetation on the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope 
that would be directly impacted (i.e., removed) by the project consists mostly of non-
native species that provide little biological value.  Native vegetation on the mid- and 
lower-portions of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope and in the creek channel provides 
“moderately high” quality habitat for amphibians, reptiles, birds and small mammals.  
Wildlife expected to use on-site native habitat, however, would generally be species 
tolerant of nearby urban uses.  The proposed residence would generally be located 
approximately 20 to 30 feet, at minimum, from the middle portions of the Lighthouse 
Creek canyon slope where native vegetation is located.  This setback from the existing 
native vegetation would be adequate given the predominate use of the area by wildlife 
that is tolerant of urban uses and the low-intensity characteristics of the proposed single-
family residence.  Therefore, the proposed project is potentially consistent with this LCP 
policy.  

 
6.2.2 Visual Quality 
 
 California Coastal Act Section 30251.  The scenic and visual qualities of coastal 
areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of public importance.  Permitted 
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and 
scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually 
compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and 
enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 

 
 Potentially Consistent.  The proposed residential structure would not affect public 
views along the ocean (i.e., views to the east and west from locations on the beach), and 
as described in the “Other Views” subsection of EIR Section 5.1.3, the proposed 
residence would not adversely affect views available to persons on the beach looking 
towards the project site.  Extensive analysis of the proposed project’s impacts to existing 
ocean views from viewpoints located in and near La Mesa Park is provided in Section 
5.1.3 of this EIR, and that analysis concluded the project would have less than significant 
impacts to ocean views. 

 The exterior of the proposed residence would have a stone veneer and wood 
siding, and those materials would have earth-tone colors that are compatible with 
surrounding development and the adjacent open space area of Lighthouse Creek.  
Although unlikely to occur, changes to the color of the residence could be made in the 
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future, and the use of bright colors or contrasting combinations of colors would have the 
potential to be incompatible with adjacent development and open space areas.  To 
minimize the potential for future building color-related conflicts, proposed mitigation 
measure AES-1 requires that the proposed structure’s exterior colors be neutral or earth-
tone, and that any subsequent color changes be approved by the Single Family Design 
Board. 

 The project’s landscaping plan (Figure 3.3-8) proposes that trees would be planted 
along the northern perimeter of the project property, and the proposed Melaleuca and oak 
trees have the potential to achieve a mature height of 40-50 feet, respectively.  A 
vegetative screen along the project site’s northern property line would have the beneficial 
effect of providing a visual buffer for the proposed structure, however, if the landscape 
trees are allowed to reach their maximum height, they would have the potential to 
obstruct views of the ocean from viewpoints in and near La Mesa Park.  To protect the 
existing views of the ocean, proposed mitigation measure AES-2 requires that 
landscaping trees and shrubs on the project site consist of drought-tolerant species that 
when mature will not attain a height that exceeds the height of the proposed residence.  
The landscape plan also requires approval by the Single Family Design Board as required 
by City ordinance provisions and design guidelines. 

Implementation of the proposed project would require 288 cubic yards of 
excavation within the new residence footprint area, and 21 cubic yards of fill under the 
project site driveway.  The amount of proposed grading would not be extensive; would 
not result in long-term significant changes to existing visual conditions; and would not 
substantially alter natural landforms.  Therefore, the proposed project is potentially 
consistent with this Coastal Act Section.  
 

 LCP Goal.  Restore where feasible, maintain, enhance and manage the creekside 
environments within the City as visual amenities, where consistent with sound flood 
control management and soil conservation techniques.  This LCP goal is also a 1994 
Conservation Element, Visual Resources Section goal. 

Potentially Consistent.  Lighthouse Creek is adjacent to the project property and 
in the vicinity of the project site is located in a steep, incised canyon.  The western 
canyon slope is located on the project site and has a height of approximately 25-35 feet.  
The upper portion of the slope has a gradient of 1.75:1 (horizontal:vertical) and the lower 
portion of the slope flattens to a gradient of 3.5:1.  Due to the deeply incised creek 
channel, the project site is not subject to a significant flooding hazard.  

 
As required by proposed mitigation measure BIO-1, the project would be required 

to restore areas disturbed by construction, and to conduct restoration of the creek canyon 
slope by removing invasive plants and planting native vegetation.  Other proposed 
mitigation measures are proposed to limit site disturbance during construction and to 
prevent short- and long-term erosion that could adversely affect the water quality of 
Lighthouse Creek.  Therefore, the proposed project is potentially consistent with this LCP 
goal.  
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LCP Policy.  Development on hillsides shall not significantly modify the natural 
topography and vegetation. This LCP policy is also Policy 2.0 from the 1994 
Conservation Element, Visual Resources Section. 

 
 Potentially Consistent.  Implementation of the proposed project would require 288 
cubic yards of excavation within the new residence footprint area, and 21 cubic yards of 
fill under the project site driveway.  Other minor grading/ground disturbance would be 
required to install the proposed drainage system.  Therefore, the project would not 
significantly alter the topography of the project site or remove a substantial amount of 
vegetation, and would be potentially consistent with the LCP policy. 

 
LCP Policy.  New development shall not obstruct scenic view corridors, including 

those of the ocean and lower elevations of the City viewed respectively from the shoreline 
and upper foothills, and of the upper foothills and mountains viewed respectively from 
the beach and lower elevations of the City. This policy is also Policy 3.0 from the 1994 
Conservation Element, Visual Resources Section. 

 
Potentially Consistent.  Extensive analysis of the proposed project’s impacts to 

existing ocean views from viewpoints located in and near La Mesa Park is provided in 
Section 5.1.3 of this EIR.  That analysis concluded the project would have less than 
significant impacts to ocean views.  Therefore, the proposed project is potentially 
consistent with this LCP policy.  

 
 LCP Policy 9.1.  The existing views to, from, and along the ocean and scenic 
coastal areas shall be protected, preserved, and enhanced. 

 Potentially Consistent.  The proposed residential structure would not affect public 
views along the ocean (i.e., views to the east and west from locations on the beach), and 
as described in the “Other Views” subsection of EIR Section 5.1.3, the new residence 
would not adversely affect views available to persons on the beach looking towards the 
project site.  Extensive analysis of the proposed project’s impacts to existing ocean views 
from viewpoints located in and near La Mesa Park is provided in Section 5.1.3 of this 
EIR, and that analysis concluded the project would have less than significant impact to 
ocean views. 

 The exterior of the proposed residence would have a stone veneer and wood 
siding, and those materials would have earth-tone colors that are compatible with 
surrounding development and the adjacent open space area of Lighthouse Creek.  
Although unlikely to occur, changes to the color of the residence could be made in the 
future, and the use of bright colors or contrasting combinations of colors would have the 
potential to be incompatible with adjacent development and open space areas.  To 
minimize the potential for future building color-related conflicts, proposed mitigation 
measure AES-1 requires that the proposed structure’s exterior colors be neutral or earth-
tone, and that any subsequent color changes by approved by the Single Family Design 
Board. 
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 The project’s proposed landscaping plan (Figure 3.3-8) indicates that trees 
would be planted along the northern perimeter of the project property, and the proposed 
Melaleuca and oak trees have the potential to achieve a mature height of 40-50 feet, 
respectively.  A vegetative screen along the project site’s northern property line would 
have the beneficial effect of providing a visual buffer for the proposed structure, 
however, if the landscape trees are allowed to reach their maximum height, they would 
have the potential to obstruct views of the ocean from viewpoints in and near La Mesa 
Park.  To protect the existing views of the ocean, proposed mitigation measure AES-2 
requires that landscaping trees and shrubs on the project site consist of drought-tolerant 
species that when mature will not attain a height that exceeds the height of the proposed 
residence.  Therefore, the proposed project is potentially consistent with this LCP policy.  
 
6.2.3 Hazards 
 

California Coastal Act Section 30253.  New Development shall: 

(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and 
fire hazard. 

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute 
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or 
surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective 
devices that would substantially alter natural conditions along bluffs and 
cliffs. 

The intent of the Coastal Act is to safeguard lives and property when planning for 
new development in high hazard areas, assure that new development does not 
significantly contribute to the deterioration of the general area of the proposed 
development, and prohibit construction of protective devices which would 
“...substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.” 

 
LCP Policy.  New development on the top of a cliff shall be placed at such 

distance away from the edge of the cliff that normal rates of erosion and cliff material 
loss will not seriously affect the structure during its expected lifetime.  This LCP policy is 
also a 1978 Seismic Safety/Safety Element policy.  

 
 LCP Implementation Strategy.  Restrict clifftop development on the Mesa by 
appropriate setbacks (determined by site specific geological surveys required as part of 
subdivision) to prevent acceleration of cliff erosion.  Mitigation measures to prevent cliff-
face “weeping” should also be instituted. 
 

Potentially Consistent.  This policy is intended to reduce geologic hazard risk to 
bluff top development resulting from slope instability and the landward erosion of the 
bluff.  In regard to slope stability, a project-specific evaluation of potential slope stability 
impacts has been conducted (Anikouchine, 2011; EIR Appendix C).  The slope stability 
analysis concluded that the project site coastal bluff would remain stable after the 
development of the proposed residence, and the slope would remain stable under 
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earthquake conditions.  The evaluation assessed the potential for various types of slope 
failure to occur, and concluded that the probability of a wedge-type slope failure would 
be increased if storm water runoff and/or landscape irrigation water was allowed to 
infiltrate into the ground in amounts sufficient to result in a substantial rise in local 
groundwater levels.  However, it is unlikely that increases in groundwater levels resulting 
from major storms, annual rainfall and/or landscape irrigation would be sufficient to 
result in a significant slope instability impact, especially with the implementation of the 
proposed storm water runoff drainage system.   

 
A site-specific evaluation of the rate of bluff retreat at the project site (Earth 

Systems Pacific, 2013a; EIR Appendix D) determined that over a 59-year time span from 
1953 to 2012 the bluff eroded landward an average of 1.02 inches per year, which is 
considerably less than the average city-wide rate of retreat of eight (8) inches per year 
reported by the City’s 2013 Safety Element and the previous Seismic Safety/Safety 
Element.  The primary reason for the reduced rate of retreat is that the Monterey 
Formation bedrock material at the project site is highly siliceous and resistant to erosion.  
To address the potential for accelerated rates of bluff retreat that may result from a 
climate change induced rise in sea level, the historic rate of bluff retreat was increased by 
20 percent to approximately 1.22 inches per year.  Using an average rate of bluff retreat 
of 1.22 inches per year, the existing bluff edge at the project site would retreat landward 
approximately 7.6 feet over a 75-year planning period.  EIR Figure 3.3-1 (Site Plan) and 
Figure 5.2-1 (Revised Top of Bluff Location) depict the location of the existing coastal 
bluff edge and the projected landward location of the bluff edge in 75 years based on an 
average retreat rate of 1.22 inches per year.  As depicted by Figures 3.3-1 and 5.2-1, the 
proposed residence would be located landward of the 75-year bluff retreat setback, with 
the exception of the southern portions of the residence’s deck and roof eves.  Therefore, 
the structure would comply with this policy’s requirement that proposed new 
development provide an “appropriate” setback to prevent the acceleration of bluff 
erosion.   

 
Proposed landscaping and required restoration planting that would be installed on 

the project site would predominately consist of drought tolerant plant species, which 
would minimize the need for the long-term application of irrigation water.  In addition, 
the proposed storm water drainage system would include a vegetated swale along the 
landward side of the bluff edge that would minimize the potential for runoff water to flow 
over the bluff edge.  The proposed irrigation and drainage systems would minimize the 
potential for water infiltration at the site, which would also reduce the potential for water 
to seep (or “weep”) from the cliff face and accelerate the rate of bluff erosion. 

 
The analysis demonstrates consistency with geologic policies of the Coastal Act 

and policies and implementation strategies referenced in the LCP, as well as current 
California Coastal Commission guidelines (Johnsson, 2003) and the City General Plan 
Safety Element Update (2012).   

 
LCP Policy. The addition of water to the seacliff can significantly lower inherent 

cliff stability and cause a stable cliff to become unstable.  Therefore: 
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- Erosion caused by rainwater collecting on the top of the seacliff and then 
running over the edge can be minimized by installing lateral or “French” 
drains to collect and control the water.  The water can then be piped off the 
property and properly disposed of in storm sewers.  New development shall be 
required to install some satisfactory means of removing water from the cliff 
top.  Owners of existing structures should be encouraged to install their own 
drainage devices to protect their homes and property. 

- To prevent excess water from being applied to the top of the cliff for 
gardening purposes, the planting of lawns, gardens, etc., should be 
discouraged.  Instead, native vegetation that is drought resistant, and that has 
deep strong root systems to aid in stabilizing the cliff material should be 
planted.  Most of these plants will grow rapidly but are small or medium in 
size, so as not to obstruct views.  

This LCP policy is also a 1978 Seismic Safety/Safety Element policy. 

 
Potentially Consistent.  Project site runoff would be collected by a series of on-

site vegetated swales, catch basins, and by a small (17 square foot) vegetated bioretention 
pond.  Collected water would be conveyed by an underground pipe to Lighthouse Creek 
where it would be discharged in a non-erosive manner and flow a short distance to the 
creek’s terminus and to the ocean.  The project would not direct any uncontrolled runoff 
water over the bluff face.  Decorative landscaping on the project site would be minimal 
and does not include high water plantings such as lawns.  Most of the vegetation that 
would be planted on the project site would be native plant species located in the proposed 
restoration area to be located on the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope.  The proposed 
restoration area would not require the application of a substantial amount of water to 
establish the new planting, and would not result in a substantial increase in long-term 
irrigation water use at the project site.  Therefore, the proposed project is potentially 
consistent with this LCP policy.  

 
LCP Policy.  In an attempt to impede the cliff retreat process, programs to 

control or prohibit the following activities that can significantly alter the rates of seacliff 
erosion and retreat shall be implemented. 

 
- Improper Access - Improper access may be discouraged by providing existing, 

established official beach access routes with additional parking, improved 
access facilities, and publicizing their locations.  The use of unmaintained, 
improvised access routes that have the potential or are creating a serious 
erosion problem should be discouraged.  This could be done by posting 
informational signs at the top of the cliff near the access route, describing the 
adverse effects that improper access can cause and where the nearest 
maintained access routes are located. 

- Loading - Development that will add adverse amounts of excessive weight to 
the top of the cliff (i.e., large structures, swimming pools, artificial fill, etc.) 
shall be discouraged. 
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- Improper Vegetation - Where feasible, existing non-native vegetation that 
requires large amounts of water, such as ice plant and annual grass, shall be 
replaced with native vegetation. 

- Trash Disposal - The disposal of any material onto the face of the cliff, 
including brush clippings from landscape vegetation, shall be prohibited. 

This policy is also a 1978 Seismic Safety/Safety Element policy. 

 
Potentially Consistent.  An existing pedestrian trail that leads to the beach is 

located on the project site coastal bluff.  The trail is steep, however, there are no obvious 
signs that it is causing substantial erosion of the bluff face.  It is not expected that the 
project would substantially increase the use of the trail. 

 
The proposed residence would not place excessive weight on the bluff, and the 

weight of the new structure would be offset by the proposed excavation of 288 cubic 
yards of soil from the project site.  The proposed bioretention basin would be 
approximately 17 square feet in area and could temporarily retain up to three cubic feet of 
water.  Due to the small size and temporary water storage characteristics of the proposed 
bioretention basin, it would not add excessive weight to bluff.  

 
Proposed landscaping would include native and drought tolerant species, which 

would minimize the application of irrigation water.  The project would not be a 
substantial source of vegetation or other debris that would have the potential to be 
improperly disposed on the bluff face. 

 
Therefore, the proposed project is potentially consistent with this LCP policy.  

 
LCP Policy.  To protect seacliffs and the structures placed on them from erosion 

caused by wave action, retaining walls, sea walls, broken concrete or stone revetment, 
breakwaters, and groins are sometimes used.  Before the construction of these or any 
other shoreline protection structure is allowed, the need, and potential for adverse 
environmental impacts of the project, shall be evaluated by appropriate engineers as 
designated by the Building Official.  This policy is also a 1978 Seismic Safety/Safety 
Element policy. 

Potentially Consistent.  The project does not propose the use of retaining walls or 
other structures to minimize the effects of wave erosion.  Therefore, the proposed project 
is potentially consistent with this LCP policy.  

 
 LCP Policy 8.1.  All new development of bluff top land shall be required to have 
drainage systems carrying run-off away from the bluff to the nearest public street or, in 
areas where the landform makes landward conveyance of drainage impossible, and 
where additional fill or grading is inappropriate or cannot accomplish landward 
drainage, private bluff drainage systems are permitted if they are:  1) sized to 
accommodate run-off from all similarly drained parcels bordering the subject parcel’s 
property lines; 2) the owner of the subject property allows for the permanent drainage of 
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those parcels through his/her property, and; 3) the drainage system is designed to be 
minimally visible on the bluff face. 

 
Potentially Consistent.  Project site runoff, as well as water that flows onto the 

project site from the adjacent driveway, would be collected by a series of on-site 
vegetated swales, catch basins, and by a small (17 square foot) vegetated bioretention 
pond.  Collected water would be conveyed by an underground pipe to Lighthouse Creek 
where it would be discharged in a non-erosive manner and flow a short distance to the 
creek’s terminus and to the ocean.  Due to the topography of the project site and the 
adjacent properties to the north, landward drainage of project site runoff would not be 
feasible.  The proposed drainage swales, the biorention pond, and the underground pipe 
that would discharge to Lighthouse Creek would be located landward of the on the 
coastal bluff face (i.e., on the ocean side to the north of the designated top of bluff).  The 
underground drainage pipe would not be visible on the bluff face, and the vegetated 
swales and bioretention basin would be below surrounding grade and minimally visible 
on the bluff face.  Therefore, the proposed project is potentially consistent with this LCP 
policy.  
 
 LCP Policy 8.2.  With the exception of drainage systems identified in Policy 8.1, 
no development shall be permitted on the bluff face except for engineered staircases or 
accessways to provide public beach access… 
 

Potentially Consistent.  The project does not include new development on the 
bluff face other than the drainage facilities described by the evaluation of Policy 8.1.  
Therefore, the proposed project is potentially consistent with this LCP policy.  
 
6.2.4 Shoreline Access 
 
 LCP Policy 2.1.  Public access in the coastal bluff areas of the City shall be 
maximized consistent with the protection of natural resources, public safety, and private 
property rights.   

Potentially Consistent.  The project site includes an informal access path that 
extends down the coastal bluff to the beach, and access to the path is provided by a three-
foot wide easement located along the western perimeter of the project site.  This 
easement, however, only provides access for adjacent residents and does not provide 
coastal access for the general public.  The proposed project would not make any 
alterations to the existing beach access pathway or impede use of the existing access 
easement.  Therefore, the proposed project is potentially consistent with this LCP policy.  

 
LCP Policy 2.4.  New development projects shall provide vertical access to the 

shoreline consistent with stipulations set forth in Section 30212 of the Coastal Act. 
 
California Coastal Act Section 30212.  Public access from the nearest public 

roadway to the shoreline and along the coast shall be provided in new development 
projects except where: (1) it is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or 



1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence Proposed Final EIR 
Plans and Policies Analysis 

 

 
City of Santa Barbara 
 

6-13 

the protection of fragile coastal resources, (2) adequate access exists nearby, or, (3) 
agriculture would be adversely affected. Dedicated accessway shall not be required to be 
opened to public use until a public agency or private association agrees to accept 
responsibility for maintenance and liability of the accessway. 
 
 Potentially Consistent.  A steep and narrow dirt path has been worn onto the 
project site bluff face. Wooden stairs near the southwestern corner of the proposed 
residence development site lead to the path, which switches back across the south 
exposure of the bluff face and terminates at the beach below the adjacent property west of 
the project site.  The location of the path is depicted on EIR Figure 3.3-1 (Site Plan). Due 
to its informal construction characteristics, it does not provide engineered drainage or 
safety (i.e., handrails) improvements.  
 

Each of the five properties that use the project site access driveway has a recorded 
beach access easement over the project site. There is no evidence of a public beach access 
easement on the project site. The use of the path by the public would have the potential to 
result in significant erosion and/or safety impacts. The proposed project (a single-family 
residence) would not result in a substantial increase in the demand for coastal access in 
the project area by the public or result in a substantial increase in the use of the path by 
neighbors that have easement rights to use the path. Therefore, there would not be a 
sufficient nexus to require the proposed project to form a private association to accept 
responsibility for maintenance and liability of the accessway for the benefit of the public.  

 
The LCP identifies two existing coastal access points located near the project site 

that provide public beach access: Mesa Lane Trail, approximately 3,000 feet west of the 
project site; and Oliver Road, approximately 1,500 feet west of the project site.  Other 
public coastal access points are also located in the project site area. 

 
Based on the potential safety and environmental impacts that could result from the 

use of the existing path by the public, the inability to require the formation of a private 
association to maintain the path and accept liability, and the availability of other public 
access points within one-half mile of the project site, the project would not be required to 
provide a public access to the beach in accordance with the requirements of Coastal Act 
Section 30212.  
 

Policy 2.5.  Vista points shall be provided and maintained in areas where such 
use by the public has been established. 
 
 Potentially Consistent.  A public vista point has not been established on the 
project site.  Due to access and parking constraints, it would not be feasible to provide a 
vista point on or near the project site. 
 
6.2.5 Housing  
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 LCP Policy 5.3.  New development in and/or adjacent to existing residential 
neighborhoods must be compatible in terms of scale, size, and design with the prevailing 
character of the established neighborhood.  New development which would result in an 
overburdening of public circulation and/or on-street parking resources of existing 
residential neighborhoods shall not be permitted. 

Potentially Consistent.  As described in EIR Section 5.1.3, the size and general 
appearance of the proposed residence would be consistent with existing development 
located along El Camino de la Luz and the driveway that extends southward to the 
project site.  Two parking spaces would be provided on the project site consistent with 
zoning requirements, therefore, the project would not overburden public on-street parking 
resources.  The project would be subject to City design review approval per City design 
guidelines to assure visual compatibility.  Therefore, the proposed project is potentially 
consistent with this LCP policy.  

 
6.2.6 Locating New Development 

 
California Coastal Act Section 30250.  (a) New residential, commercial, or 

industrial development, except as otherwise provided in this division, shall be located 
within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to 
accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with 
adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either 
individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, land divisions, other than 
leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall be permitted only 
where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been developed and the created 
parcels would be no smaller than the average size of surrounding parcels. 

 
Potentially Consistent.  The proposed single-family residence would be located 

contiguous with an existing residential neighborhood on a parcel that is zoned for 
residential development.  As described in EIR Section 9.2.6 (Impacts Found Not to be 
Significant: Public Services), adequate fire, police, schools, utilities, water and sewer 
services are available to serve the proposed project.  The proposed project does not 
include a request for a land division.  Therefore, the proposed project is potentially 
consistent with this Coastal Act Section. 

 
California Coastal Act Section 30252.  The location and amount of new 

development should maintain and enhance public access to the coast by (1) facilitating 
the provision or extension of transit service, (2) providing commercial facilities within or 
adjoining residential development or in other areas that will minimize the use of coastal 
access roads, (3) providing non-automobile circulation within the development, (4) 
providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving the 
development with public transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public transit for 
high intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assuring that the 
recreational needs of new residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by 
correlating the amount of development with local park acquisition and development 
plans with the provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new development. 
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Potentially Consistent.  The proposed project would result in the development of 

one single-family residence.  Due to the small size of the project, it would not result in 
additional population that would substantially increase the demand for transit services or 
commercial services, and would not adversely affect existing pedestrian or alternative 
transportation modes in the project area.  The project would provide required on-site 
parking and would not substantially increase the demand for off-site parking; and would 
not substantially increase the use of recreation facilities in the project area.  Therefore, 
the proposed project is potentially consistent with this Coastal Act Section. 
 

6.3 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE DESIGN GUIDELINES 

 
 The Single Family Residence Design Guidelines provide a variety of measures to 
blend homes into the natural surroundings and to reduce the “apparent height” (the lowest 
point of contact with grade to the highest point of the building dimension) of the 
structure.  Prescribed measures applicable to the proposed project are listed below: 
 

27.1 Balance stepping the building up or down the hill with avoiding excessive 
spill down. 

 
27.2 Balance setting the building into the hillside with minimizing grading. 
 
27.3 Avoid large continuous paved areas.  Paved areas should be broken up by 

using colored or textured materials. 
 
27.4 Natural earth tone colors that blend with the surrounding topography and 

vegetation are encouraged. 
 
27.5 Fit in with hillside topography and background. 
 
27.6 Avoid interrupting natural ridgelines and skylines.  Set the house below 

these. 
 
27.7 Use landscaping to blend the structure with the environment. 
 
27.8 Use materials and colors to reduce the apparent bulk. 
 
27.9 Minimize exposed foundations and undersides of structures (e.g., underside 

of buildings or decks). 
 
27.8 Avoid these design mistakes which raise both aesthetic and fire safety 

concerns: 
 

 Exposed underfloor areas 
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 Large downhill cantilevers 
 Tall support columns for overhanging areas 

 
29.1 Homes with an apparent height less than 30 feet are preferable.  Design 

review boards will carefully consider appropriateness of homes exceeding 
an apparent height of 30 feet. 

 
29.2 Although the Municipal Code height limit is 30 feet in single family 

residential zones, appropriate hillside project proposals usually have a 
height of 25 feet or less, especially where the slope is less than 25%. 

 
 Potentially Consistent.  The proposed residence would be stepped down the 
Lighthouse Creek canyon slope by constructing a portion of the building’s lower level 
below existing grade.  A small amount (288 cubic yards) of grading would be required to 
implement this design.  By placing a portion of the structure below grade the apparent 
maximum height of the residence (25 feet above grade) would be minimized.  As 
depicted on EIR Figures 5.1-5, 7 and 9, when seen from public viewing locations in and 
near La Mesa Park, the roof of the proposed residence would not project above the 
ocean/sky horizon.    
 
 The proposed residence would extend beyond the top of the Lighthouse Creek 
canyon slope, and an approximately 10-foot portion of the upper level of the residence 
would be cantilevered over the canyon slope.  The cantilevered portion of the building 
would include habitable area and a deck.  Most of the cantilevered floor area would be 
directly above an on-grade deck extending from the building’s lower level, and the 
cantilever would not result in a large or highly visible underfloor area, or require the use 
of support columns.   
 
 The proposed building’s northern elevation would not be an exposed foundation 
wall, but would not provide the architectural detailing (e.g., windows and decks) that 
would be provided by the proposed east, west and south elevations (Figures 3.3-2, -3 and 
-4).  Views of the building’s northern elevation would be substantially screened by 
vegetation to be provided in a proposed adjacent planting area located between the 
project site’s northern property line and the residence. 
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7.0 GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS 

 
 

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to “discuss the ways 
in which the project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of 
additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.  
Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population growth...”  In 
general terms, a project may result in a significant growth inducing impact if it 
individually or cumulatively with other projects results in any of the actions described in 
the following examples:  

 
 The project removes an obstacle to growth, such as: the establishment of an 

essential public service, the provision of new access to an area, or a change in 
zoning or general plan designation. 

 
 The project results in economic expansion, population growth or the 

construction of additional housing occurs in the surrounding environment in 
response to the project, either directly or indirectly. 

 
 The El Camino de la Luz residence project would be served by sewer, water and 
other utility services that have been established in the project area.  Access to the project 
site is proposed to be provided by an existing substandard-sized easement.  No road 
improvements would be required to obtain access to the project site.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not require an extension of public services that have the potential 
to result in or facilitate unplanned growth in the project area.   

 The proposed project would result in the development of one single-family 
residence.  The project could generate short-term construction employment opportunities, 
but would not result in substantial population growth in the project region.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in significant growth inducing impacts. 
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8.0 ALTERNATIVES 
 

 Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that “an EIR shall describe a 
range of reasonable alternatives to the project or to the location of the project, which 
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the 
comparative merits of the alternatives.”  The EIR is to consider a “reasonable range” of 
alternatives to foster informed decision-making and public participation.  Section 
15126.6(b) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that the EIR “shall focus on alternatives to 
the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any 
significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree 
the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.” 
 

Two alternatives to the El Camino de la Luz residence project have been 
evaluated by this EIR: 

 
 No Project Alternative.  This alternative assumes that the project site would 

remain in its present condition and the proposed residence would not be 
developed. 

 
 Smaller Project Alternative.  The objective of this alternative is to evaluate 

an alternative design to the proposed project to determine if it would reduce 
project-related impacts.  

 
 Alternative locations for the development of a new single-family home exist in 
the City of Santa Barbara.  However, alternative locations were not evaluated as they 
would not meet the project objective of developing a new residence on the project site.  
Developing an alternative use on the project site was not considered to be a feasible 
alternative due to the land use requirements of the project site’s existing residential (E-3) 
zoning designation. 
 
 An alternative that would move the residence to the west to minimize the 
structure’s encroachment into the view corridor provided from La Mesa Park and to 
increase the setback from the top of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope was considered 
but not evaluated because placing a residence closer to the western property line would 
substantially constrain vehicle access to and from the project site.  The only point of 
vehicle access to the project site is from the project site access driveway that extends 
southward from El Camino de la Luz.  The existing driveway cannot be relocated and 
enters the northwestern corner of the project site.  Moving the residence to the west 
would not leave adequate area for vehicle access or maneuvering area for parked vehicles 
on the project site.  In addition, the project site driveway provides a view corridor 
towards the ocean, and this view corridor would be maintained by the proposed project 
but blocked by an alternative that moved the structure closer to the western property line 
of the project site.  Therefore, it was concluded that an alternative that would place a 
residence further to the west on the project site would not be feasible. 
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 Other alternative locations on the project site were not evaluated because top of 
bluff setback requirements prevent moving the building site to the south, and property 
line setback requirements prevent moving the structure to the north.  Moving the building 
site to the east would make any structure on the project site more visible from La Mesa 
Park, which would have the potential to increase the visibility of the structure from public 
viewing locations. 
 
8.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) requires that an EIR evaluate a “No 
Project” alternative.  The purpose of this alternative is to “allow decision-makers to 
compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving 
the proposed project.”  This alternative analysis compares the environmental effects of 
the project site remaining in its existing condition against environmental effects that 
would occur if the proposed project were approved. 

 
 The No Project Alternative would result in the project site being maintained in its 
current vacant condition, and a new residence would not be developed on the property.  
Implementation of this alternative would avoid the potential for significant aesthetic and 
geologic impacts associated with development of the proposed project.  Implementation 
of this alternative, however, would not be required to reduce the proposed project’s 
aesthetic and geologic impacts to a less than significant level.  Implementation of the No 
Project Alternative alternative would avoid the potential environmental impacts of the 
proposed project, but would not achieve the primary objective of the project to develop a 
single-family residence on the project site.   
 
8.2 SMALLER PROJECT ALTERNATIVE  
 
8.2.1 Alternative Description   
 
 The objective of Smaller Project Alternative is to minimize project-related 
impacts by constructing a smaller residence on the project site.  A site plan for the 
Smaller Project Alternative is provided on Figure 8.2-1, and elevations depicting an 
alternative residence design are provided on Figures 8.2-2 and 3.  A cross section through 
the alternative residence is provided on Figure 8.2-4.  Similar to the proposed project, the 
Smaller Project Alternative residence would be a two- level structure, however, the 
alternative would have approximately 300 400 fewer square feet of livable floor area than 
the proposed project.  The square footage characteristics of the Smaller Project 
Alternative are summarized on Table 8.2-1.  The table also compares the floor area of the 
alternative design to the floor area characteristics of the proposed project. 



Figure 8.2-1

1837½  El Camino del la Luz

City of  Santa Barbara

Smaller Project Alternative – Site Plan

Sources:  Modified from Hochhauser Blatter, 2006

Earth Systems Pacific, 2013a and 2013b

Top of Coastal Bluff

75-year Setback

Top of Lighthouse Creek Canyon Slope

N



Figure 8.2-2

Smaller Project Alternative – View From the Northeast

City of  Santa Barbara

1837½  El Camino de la Luz

Source:  Hochhauser Blatter, 2006



Figure 8.2-3

Smaller Project Alternative – View From the Southeast

City of  Santa Barbara

1837½  El Camino de la Luz

Source:  Hochhauser Blatter, 2006



Figure 8.2-4City of  Santa Barbara

1837½  El Camino de la Luz Alternative Project Design – Cross Section 

Source:  Hochhauser Blatter, 2006

EastWest
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Table 8.2-1 

Smaller Project Alternative 
Size Summary and Comparison 

 
 Smaller Project Alternative Proposed Project 

Upper Level Livable Area 
 

0 837 gross sq. ft 

Lower Level Livable Area 
 

1,204 
 

777 gross sq. ft. 
 

Total Liveable Floor Area 
 

1,204 1,614 gross sq. ft. 

Garage Area 
 

400 475 gross sq. ft. 

Total Floor Area 
 

1,604 2,089 gross sq. ft. 

 
Similar to the proposed project, the Smaller Project Alternative structure’s lower 

level would be developed below existing grade.  The alternative design differs from the 
proposed project in that all of the alternative design livable floor area would be located 
on the structure’s lower level.  When compared to the proposed project, the alternative 
design reduces the amount of building area on the structure’s second level.  The Smaller 
Project Alternative also results in a small increase in on-site grading.  As depicted on the 
cross-section provided on Figure 8.2-4, the maximum depth of excavation for the 
alternative design would be approximately 15 feet, compared to approximately eight (8) 
feet for the proposed project.  Approximately 500 cubic yards of excavation would be 
required to implement the alternative design concept, compared to approximately 288 
cubic yards of excavation for the proposed project.   

 
The eastern elevation of the alternative design residence would have a height of 

approximately 28 feet above existing grade, although the height of the eastern elevation 
could feasibly be reduced to approximately 25 feet if a flat roof were to be constructed 
over the garage on the upper level.  For comparison, the height of the eastern elevation of 
the proposed project would be 25 feet above existing grade.  The western elevation of the 
alternative design residence would be approximately 13 feet above existing grade, which 
could be reduced to a height of approximately 10 feet with a flat roof over the garage.  
For comparison, the height of the western elevation of the proposed project would be 15 
feet above grade.   

 
The Smaller Project Alternative places the residence in the same portion of the 

project site as the proposed project.  As shown on Figure 8.2-1, setbacks from the top of 
the coastal bluff, the top of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope, and setbacks from 
property lines would be generally similar to the setbacks provided by the proposed 
project. 
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8.2.2 Aesthetics 
 
 Criterion A.  Potential for the project to result in a substantial obstruction or 
degradation of important distant scenic views from public viewing locations. 
 
 View Degradation.  The Smaller Project Alternative would provide 
approximately 1,204 square feet of livable floor area, which is approximately 410 fewer 
square feet than the proposed project.  The reduction in the size of the residence is 
achieved by reducing building area on the structure’s upper level, which would be used 
only for parking and would not provide any livable floor area.  Based on archive plan 
review, the size of the alternative design would be smaller than other residences located 
along the project site access driveway, and the multi-level design would be consistent 
with existing residences.  Therefore, the size of the Smaller Project Alternative would not 
be out of character with the surrounding neighborhood and the three important public 
scenic views in the project area would not be substantially degraded as a result of the size 
of alternative project.  Similar to the proposed project, building size-related impacts 
associated with this alternative would be less than significant (Class III). 
 
 The use of neutral or earth-tone colors on the exterior of the residence would 
minimize the potential for the structure to be out of character with surrounding 
development, and would be consistent with other visual elements located in the three 
important public scenic views in the vicinity of the project site.  Similar to the proposed 
project, potentially significant impacts that may result from the use of exterior colors in 
the future that are incompatible with the surrounding neighborhood could be significant 
but mitigable (Class II) and reduced to a less than significant level by requiring ABR 
approval of proposed colors and future building color changes. 
 
 The Smaller Project Alternative would not result in the use of large understory 
walls to facilitate the development of the residence on the sloping, building area portion 
of the project site.  This would be accomplished by placing the lower level of the 
structure below existing grade.  Therefore, similar to the proposed project, potentially 
significant visual impacts resulting from the use of understory walls would be less than 
significant (Class III) and no additional mitigation measures would be required. 
 
 The development of Smaller Project Alternative would require approximately 500 
cubic yards of grading and the grading would occur within the structure’s footprint area.  
Therefore, earthwork required to implement this alternative would not substantially alter 
the appearance of the project parcel as seen from off-site locations.  After construction 
activities are complete, no ground disturbance areas (i.e., grading scars) would be visible.  
Vegetation located on the building pad area and adjacent to the building pad consists 
primarily of weedy plant species and the removal of those plants would not result in a 
substantial alteration to the appearance of the project site.   
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The disturbance or removal of vegetation resulting from construction activities, 
including grading, drilling caisson holes for the structure’s foundation, and/or the 
installation of proposed storm water drainage system pipes on the creek canyon slope, 
could result in long-term visual impacts if disturbed vegetation is not restored.  Proposed 
mitigation measure BIO-1was identified by the Revised Initial Study prepared for the 
proposed project and requires that areas disturbed by grading and construction of the 
drainage system be replanted with native vegetation; and that the required planting be 
maintained for the life of the project.  A similar mitigation measure would be required for 
the proposed project, and the implementation of the mitigation requirement would reduce 
potential vegetation removal-related visual impacts to a less than significant level.  
Therefore, similar to the proposed project, potential vegetation removal impacts of the 
Smaller Project Alternative are significant but mitigable (Class II). 

 
In conclusion, the floor area of the Smaller Project Alternative is reduced when 

compared to the floor area of the proposed project.  Similar to the proposed project, the 
alternative design would not be out of character with the surrounding neighborhood, 
would require mitigation related to possible future building color changes, and would 
require mitigation to restore areas disturbed by construction activities.  The Smaller 
Project Alternative would not reduce the potential for development on the project site to 
substantially degrade an important public scenic view when compared to the impacts of 
the proposed project, and similar mitigation measures are required for the proposed 
project and this alternative.  Therefore, the proposed project and the Smaller Project 
Alternative would result in similar significant but mitigable impacts related to this 
criterion.    
 

View Obstruction.  This criterion indicates that the proposed project would result 
in a significant aesthetic impact if it would substantially obstruct views provided from 
one or more of the important public scenic viewpoints that have been identified at La 
Mesa Park or from Meigs Road. 

 
La Mesa Park.  Areas of La Mesa Park that provide public views of the project 

site and ocean include the “benches” area near the southern end of the park, and the 
southern portion of the park’s lawn area. 

 
“Benches” Area.  A simulation of post-development visual conditions as would 

be seen from the “benches” area after the development of Smaller Project Alternative is 
provided on Figure 8.2-5.  The photosimulation shows that the alternative design 
residence would appear to be lower in height than the existing houses that are currently 
visible within the view corridor, and the alternative design would result in a minor loss in 
the amount of ocean view that is currently visible.  The alternative design residence 
would be visible along the western edge of the “benches” area view corridor, however, 
the structure would not substantially alter the visual extent of the view corridor because 
the western edge of the corridor would continue to be defined by existing trees, bushes 
and houses.  Therefore, as seen from the Mesa Park “benches” area and similar to the 
proposed project, the Smaller Project Alternative would not substantially reduce or 
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interfere with existing ocean views and impacts to public views of an important visual 
resource (the ocean) would be less than significant (Class III).   

 
A comparison of post-development visual conditions of the Smaller Project 

Alternative (Figure 8.2-5) to post-development visual conditions of the proposed project 
(Figure 5.1-5) shows that the Smaller Project Alternative would result in a slight 
reduction in the loss of ocean views.  This small reduction is due to the reduced amount 
of building area on the upper level of the alternative design residence.  Therefore, the 
Smaller Project Alternative’s impacts related to this criterion would be slightly reduced 
when compared to the less than significant impacts of proposed project. 

 
Southern Lawn Area.  A simulation of post-development visual conditions as 

would be seen from the southern lawn area of La Mesa Park after the development of 
Smaller Project Alternative is shown on Figure 8.2-6.  As would be seen from the 
southern lawn area, the alternative design residence would have a minor effect on 
existing ocean views, and although the structure would be visible from the southern lawn 
area, it would not dominate or appear to prominently extend into the existing view 
corridor.  Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the Smaller Project Alternative 
would result in a less than significant (Class III) impact to ocean views as seen from the 
southern lawn area.   

 
A comparison of post-development visual conditions of the Smaller Project 

Alternative (Figure 8.2-6) to post-development visual conditions of the proposed project 
(Figure 5.1-7) shows that the Smaller Project Alternative would result in a slight 
reduction in the loss of ocean views due to the reduced amount of building area on the 
upper level of the alternative design residence.  Therefore, the Smaller Project 
Alternative’s impacts related to this threshold would be slightly reduced when compared 
to the less than significant impacts of proposed project. 
 
 Lighthouse Creek Footbridge.  A simulation of post- development visual 
conditions as would be seen from a view point at the eastern end of the footbridge after 
the development of Smaller Project Alternative is provided on Figure 8.2-7.  As would be 
seen from the eastern end of the footbridge, the alternative design residence would appear 
to be lower in height than the existing nearby houses and would result in a very small loss 
of existing views of the ocean.  In addition, the top of the proposed structure would 
appear to be located well below the ocean/sky horizon and would not substantially reduce 
the visual extent of the existing view corridor.  Therefore, similar to the proposed project, 
the Smaller Project Alternative would not substantially reduce or interfere with existing 
ocean views provided from a viewpoint at the eastern end of the bridge and would result 
in a less than significant (Class III) impact to  public views of an important visual 
resource (the ocean). 

 



Figure 8.2-5

Smaller Project Alternative Photo-Simulation: La Mesa Park “Benches” Area

City of  Santa Barbara

1837½  El Camino de la Luz

Source: Hochhauser Blatter, 2006
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Figure 8.2-6

Smaller Project Alternative Photo-Simulation: La Mesa Park Southern Lawn Area

City of  Santa Barbara

1837½  El Camino de la Luz

Source: Hochhauser Blatter, 2006
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Figure 8.2-7

Smaller Project Alternative Photo-Simulation: Eastern End of the Lighthouse Creek Bridge

City of  Santa Barbara

1837½  El Camino de la Luz

Source: Hochhauser Blatter, 2006
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A comparison of post-development visual conditions of the Smaller Project 

Alternative (Figure 8.2-7) to post-development visual conditions of the proposed project 
(Figure 5.1-9) shows that the Smaller Project Alternative would result in a slight 
reduction in the loss of ocean views due to the reduced amount of building area on the 
upper level of the alternative design residence.  Therefore, the Smaller Project 
Alternative’s impacts related to this criterion would be slightly reduced when compared 
to the less than significant impacts of proposed project. 

 
Meigs Road.  Views of the project site from the southbound lane of Meigs Road 

are limited in term of site visibility and duration.  Similar to the proposed project, the 
Smaller Project Alternative residence would be visible from Meigs Road, but would not 
prominently extend into the ocean view corridor that is provided across the park.  As a 
result, the structure could be overlooked by automobile passengers and would not 
substantially block important public scenic ocean views that are available from this view 
point.  Therefore, this alternative would result in a less than significant (Class III) visual 
impact as seen from Meigs Road.  Impacts to the Meigs Road viewing area resulting from 
the Smaller Project Alternative would be similar to the impacts of the proposed project. 

 
 Criterion B.  Potential for the project to result in a substantial adverse on-site 
visual aesthetic change incompatible with the surrounding area. 
 
 The development of a residence on the project site is a land use allowed by the 
existing project site zoning, and the Smaller Project Alternative residence would be 
developed consistent with zoning regulations.   
 
 The Smaller Project Alternative would result in the development of a new 
residence on a presently vacant parcel, and the residence would be visible from the 
“benches” area and southern lawn area of La Mesa Park, and the footbridge over 
Lighthouse Creek.  The existing houses along the east side of the project site access 
driveway are prominently visible from the “benches” area and the Lighthouse Creek 
footbridge.  From the southern lawn area of La Mesa Park, however, the houses are 
partially screened from view by vegetation.  Views of the project site and the alternative 
design residence from the “benches” area and from the footbridge would be consistent 
with the visual context of the surrounding area because other houses are clearly visible 
from those view points.  Although the existing homes are partially screened from public 
views provided from the southern lawn area of La Mesa Park, views of the alternative 
desgin residence from the lawn area would be consistent with the urban context of the 
project area.  Therefore, the use of the project site to develop the Smaller Project 
Alternative residence would be consistent with other land uses adjacent to and in the 
vicinity of the project site.  The size of the residence would be smaller than other 
residences located along the east side of the project site driveway, and the architectural 
style would be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.  Therefore, the Smaller 
Project Alternative would not substantially impair the visual context of existing important 
public scenic views and would result in a less than significant (Class III) impact. 
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 The Smaller Project Alternative would not reduce the potential for development 
on the project site to substantially impair the visual context of the project area when 
compared to the impacts of the proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project and the 
Smaller Project Alternative would result in similar less than significant impacts related to 
this threshold.   
 
8.2.3 Geology 
 
 Criterion B.  Exposure to or creation of unstable earth conditions due to geologic 
or soil conditions, such as landslides, settlement, or expansive, collapsible/compressible, 
or expansive soils. 
 
 Landslides.  The 2011 slope stability analysis described in Section 5.1 of this EIR 
evaluated the potential for the proposed project to be adversely affected by slope stability 
impacts associated with the project site coastal bluff.  That analysis determined that the 
slope would remain stable after the implementation of the proposed project.  The 2011 
slope stability analysis also indicated that while unlikely to occur, a substantial increase 
in groundwater beneath the project site would have the potential to result in a significant 
slope stability impact.  This significant but mitigable (Class II) impact could be feasibly 
reduced to a less than significant level by implementing proposed mitigation measure 
GEO-1, which requires the installation of an appropriate storm water collection system 
on the project site.  Other proposed mitigation measures, including BIO-1 and BIO-2, 
would minimize the use of landscape irrigation on the project site. 
 
 The 2013 evaluation of the stability of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope 
concluded that the proposed project would not result in a significant slope stability 
impact because of the project’s use of a caisson foundation.  Proposed mitigation measure 
GEO-2 requires that the final project include an approved foundation design.  Therefore, 
potential canyon slope stability impacts of the proposed project would be significant but 
mitigable (Class II). 
 
 The Smaller Project Alternative would generally result in site development 
characteristics that are similar to those of the proposed project.  Impacts of the Smaller 
Project Alternative that could adversely affect slope stability, such as construction-related 
disturbances of the site, an increase in impermeable area, and an increase in runoff water, 
would be potentially significant but mitigable (Class II) impacts that could be reduced 
to a less than significant level using building methods similar to those of the proposed 
project (e.g., the use of a caisson support foundation design), and the implementation of 
site restoration and drainage control mitigation measures similar to those required for the 
proposed project.  Therefore, potential slope stability impacts of the Smaller Project 
Alternative would be similar to the impacts of the proposed project. 
 

Bluff Retreat.  An evaluation of how coastal bluff erosion could affect the project 
site was provided by the Ocean Bluff Erosion Retreat Study (2013).  This study 
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determined that between 1953 and 2012, bluff retreat at the project site was equivalent to 
approximately one inch per year, and that an increase in sea level due to climate change 
could result in an accelerated rate of bluff retreat to approximately 1.2 inches per year. 
Consistent with the requirements of the Safety Element, it was determined that over a 75-
year period the coastal bluff at the project site could move landward approximately 7.6 
feet.  The proposed project residence would be located behind the required coastal bluff 
retreat setback (7.6 feet) from the existing bluff edge, therefore, project-related coastal 
bluff retreat impacts would be less than significant (Class III). 

 
As depicted on Figure 8.2-1, the Smaller Project Alternative residence would be 

setback from the existing bluff edge a minimum of 7.6 feet, which would accommodate 
the estimated amount of bluff retreat over a 75-year planning period.  Therefore, the bluff 
retreat impacts of the Smaller Project Alternative would be less than significant (Class 
III) and similar to the impacts of the proposed project.   
 
 Subsidence.  Based on a laboratory evaluation of on-site soils conducted by 
Buena Engineers (1971), it was concluded that the project site is subject to soil 
settlement-related impacts.  The report indicates that potential subsidence impacts can be 
adequately addressed using a properly engineered foundation design.  A proposed 
mitigation measure (GEO-2) requires that the proposed project to provide an approved 
structure foundation, which would reduce potential subsidence impacts to a less than 
significant level.  Therefore, potential subsidence-related effects would be a significant 
but mitigable (Class II) impact.   

 The Smaller Project Alternative would also be subject to subsidence-related 
impacts and would require the implementation of mitigation requirements similar to those 
specified for the proposed project.  Therefore, potential subsidence-related impacts of the 
Smaller Project Alternative would be significant but mitigable (Class II) and similar to 
the impacts of the proposed project. 

 
 Expansive Soils.  An evaluation of the project site conducted by Smith (1980) 
concluded that soils at the project site are expansive.  This potentially significant impact 
can be reduced to a less than significant level by the use of a caisson foundation rather 
than footings.  A proposed mitigation measure (GEO-2) requires the proposed project to 
provide an approved structure foundation, which would reduce potential expansive soil 
impacts to a less than significant level.  Therefore, potential expansive soil effects would 
be a significant but mitigable (Class II) impact. 

 The Smaller Project Alternative would also be subject to expansive soil impacts 
and would require the implementation of mitigation requirements similar to those 
specified for the proposed project.  Therefore, potential expansive soil impacts of the 
Smaller Project Alternative would be significant but mitigable (Class II) and similar to 
the impacts of the proposed project. 
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 Criterion C.  Extensive grading on slopes exceeding 20%, substantial 
topographic change, destruction of unique physical features; substantial erosion of soils, 
overburden, or sedimentation of a water course. 
 

Project-related construction activities would occur on the relatively level portion 
of the project property, and on the upper portion of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope.  
The gradient of the canyon slope on the proposed building site is approximately 60%.  
The proposed project would require approximately 288 cubic yards of excavation.  
Although the amount of grading at the project site would not be extensive, due to the 
project site’s proximity to Lighthouse Creek, project-related ground disturbance would 
have the potential to result in a significant short-term erosion impact.  This potential 
impact would be reduced to a less than significant level by complying with existing 
grading and erosion control requirements.  Therefore, potential short-term grading 
impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant (Class III).   

 
The disturbance or removal of vegetation resulting from construction activities at 

the project site could result in long-term erosion-related impacts if disturbed vegetation is 
not restored.  Proposed mitigation measure BIO-1 requires that areas disturbed by 
construction activities be replanted with native vegetation.  With the implementation of 
this mitigation measure, long-term erosion impacts of the project would be significant 
but mitigable (Class II). 
 
 The Smaller Project Alternative residence would be located in the same area of 
the project parcel as the proposed project, and grading to implement the alternative would 
affect a similar portion of the project site.  The alternative project would require 
approximately 500 cubic yards of excavation, which would be approximately 212 cubic 
yards more than the proposed project.  Grading required to construct the Smaller Project 
Alternative would have the potential to result in short- and long-term impacts that are 
similar to the impacts of the proposed project, and would be reduced to a less than 
significant level with the implementation of existing grading and erosion control 
requirements and proposed mitigation measure BIO-1.  Therefore, grading impacts of the 
Smaller Project Alternative would be significant but mitigable (Class II) and similar to 
the impacts of the proposed project.   
 
8.3 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 
 
 Table 8.3-1 summarizes the potential for the alternatives evaluated by this EIR to 
avoid, or result in reduced, similar or increased environmental impacts when compared to 
the impacts of the proposed project.   
 
 If the No Project Alternative were to be implemented, the project site would 
remain in a vacant condition and the potential environmental impacts associated with the 
proposed project would be avoided.  Therefore, the No Project Alternative is the 
environmentally superior alternative.  The No Project Alternative, however, would not 
attain the primary objective of the project, which is to develop a single-family dwelling 
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on the project site.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) indicates that “if the 
environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also 
identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.” 
 
 The Smaller Project Alternative would incrementally reduce aesthetic impacts 
that would result from the proposed project due to the obstruction of existing ocean 
views.  The design of this alternative would minimize impacts to ocean views by 
reducing the amount of structural development on the upper level of the building, which 
would result in a minor decrease in the amount of ocean water that is obscured by the 
structure when compared to the amount of view obstruction that would result from the 
proposed project.  Similar to the proposed project, the Smaller Project Alternative 
requires the implementation of mitigation measures to review and approve building 
colors and landscape materials.   
 
 The portion of the project parcel that would be used to develop the Smaller 
Project Alternative residence would be similar to the area that would be used to develop 
the proposed project.  Construction-related disturbances of the project site resulting from 
the development of the Smaller Project Alternative would also be similar to the area that 
would be disturbed by the proposed project.  Therefore, the Smaller Project Alternative 
and the proposed project would have a similar potential to result in impacts related to 
landslides, bluff retreat, subsidence and expansive soils.   
 
 Since the Smaller Project Alternative would result in a slight reduction in 
aesthetic impacts (impacts to ocean views) the alternative design would be 
environmentally superior to the proposed project.  The reduction in aesthetic impacts 
provided by the alternative is very minor and not required to reduce any aesthetic impacts 
of the proposed project to a less than significant level.  The Smaller Project Alternative 
would achieve the primary objective of the proposed project, which is to develop a 
single-family residence on the project site. 
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Table 8.3-1 
Alternatives Impact Comparison Summary 

 

Evaluation Criteria 
No Project 
Alternative 

Smaller 
Project 

Alternative 
Aesthetics  
A. Substantially Degrade an Important 

Scenic View Avoided Similar 

A.  Substantially Obstruct an Important 
Scenic View Avoided Reduced 

B.  Substantial Adverse Visual 
Aesthetic Change Avoided Similar 

Geology 
B. Exposure to Unstable Earth  

Conditions Avoided Similar 

C. Extensive Grading or Erosion 
Impacts Avoided Similar 

KEY 
Avoided = The impacts associated with this impact evaluation criterion would not occur under this 

alternative.  This alternative, however, would not implement any of the objectives of the 
proposed project. 

Reduced = This alternative’s impacts would be reduced when compared to the impacts of the proposed 
project. 

Similar =   This alternative would result in impacts similar to the impacts of the proposed project. 
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9.0 IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

 

An Initial Study was prepared for the 1837½ El Camino de la Luz project in 
accordance with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines section 15063 to evaluate the 
potential for the project to result in significant environmental impacts.  The Initial Study 
was originally prepared in 2005 and was revised in 2006.  A copy of the Revised Initial 
Study (2006) is provided in Appendix “A” of this EIR.   

The Revised Initial Study identified potentially significant adverse environmental 
impacts that could result from the implementation of the proposed project; potentially 
significant adverse impacts that could feasibly be reduced to a less than significant level 
with the implementation of mitigation measures identified by the Revised Initial Study; 
and project-related impacts that would be less than significant.  Since the Revised Initial 
Study determined that the proposed project would have the potential to result in 
significant aesthetic impacts resulting from changes to existing visual conditions as seen 
from selected important public scenic viewpoints, the preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Report was required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15080 et seq.  
Subsequent to the preparation of the Revised Initial Study, it was determined by the City 
staff environmental analyst that the project EIR should also evaluate the potential for the 
proposed residence to result in significant impacts related to the stability of the ocean 
bluff located on the project site. 

This EIR section provides a summary of the conclusions of the Revised Initial 
Study’s evaluation of environmental impacts that were determined to be significant but 
could be reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of proposed 
mitigation measures, and project-related impacts that were determined to be less than 
significant.  Where necessary, the environmental impact analysis provided by the Revised 
Initial Study is updated in this section to address changes that have been made to the 
design of the proposed project, or to incorporate new information regarding 
environmental conditions at the project site.  This section also provides analysis of CEQA 
issues (greenhouse gas emission and forest resources) that were added to the CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G checklist as CEQA-related issues after the Revised Initial Study 
was prepared. 

9.1 IMPACTS THAT CAN BE REDUCED TO A LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 
LEVEL 

9.1.1 Biological Resources 
 
A description of the biological resources of the project site and surrounding areas, 

and evaluation the potential impacts to sensitive species that would result from the 
development of the proposed residence was originally provided by a biological 
assessment report prepared in 2002, and by an updated assessment prepared in 2006.  The 
evaluation of project-related impacts to biological resources provided by the Revised 
Initial Study was based on information provided by the 2006 report.  
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The 2006 biological assessment indicates that vegetation on the proposed building 

site and the upper portions of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope are dominated by non-
native plant species.  The 2006 assessment and Revised Initial Study focus on the 
potential for the proposed project to adversely affect native plant habitat and wildlife 
species located on the lower portion of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope.  In summary, 
the 2006 biological assessment and Revised Initial Study indicate that: 

 
 A variety of native plant species are located on the project site sea cliff and on 

the lower portion of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope.   
 

 Native vegetation on the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope and in the creek 
channel provides “moderately high” quality habitat for amphibians, reptiles, 
birds and small mammals.  Wildlife expected to use on-site native habitat, 
however, would generally be species tolerant of nearby urban uses. 

 
 Surveys did not detect the presence of California red legged frog in 

Lighthouse Creek, and the steep drop of the creek bed from the project site to 
the ocean would preclude the presence of steelhead trout. 

 
 The proposed project would not result in impacts to known monarch butterfly 

roosting sites located in the project area. 
 
 Construction of the proposed project, particularly the project site storm water 

drainage system, would have the potential to result in significant impacts to 
native vegetation located on the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope and in the 
creek channel, and could also result in short-term water quality impacts.  
These potentially significant impacts would be reduced to a less than 
significant level with the implementation of proposed mitigation measures 
that require:  

 
o The restoration of disturbed areas consistent with the requirements of 

an approved restoration plan (Revised Initial Study Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1);  

o  
The installation of appropriate landscaping plants on the project site 
(Mitigation Measure BIO-2);  
 

o The use of an appropriate irrigation system at the project site 
(Mitigation Measure BIO-3);  
 

o The implementation of appropriate water quality protection measures 
during project construction (Mitigation Measure BIO-4); and  
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o A requirement to obtain a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the 
California Department of Fish and Game (now the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Mitigation Measure BIO-5). 

 
Due to the amount of time that has passed since the 2006 biological assessment 

was prepared, and to evaluate changes to the design of the proposed project, an updated 
evaluation of existing biological conditions and potential project-related impacts to 
biological resources has been prepared (Hunt, 2013).  Information provided by the 
updated evaluation is summarized below and a copy of the report is provided in EIR 
Appendix G. 

 
Existing Biological Conditions 

 
Vegetation.  The 2013 biological evaluation of the project site indicates that the 

proposed building site and the upper slopes of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope on the 
project site are covered with a variety of ruderal (weedy) plant species.  Imbedded in the 
non-native plants are sparse stands of native plants, including blackberry, toyon, 
lemonadeberry, poison oak, and wild rye.  While the upper portions of the project site 
provide little biological value, the middle and lower portions of the east-facing slope of 
the Lighthouse Creek channel and the upper portion of the south-facing project site 
seacliff support native, woody scrub vegetation.  Dominant plant species in these areas 
include coastal sunflower, saltbush, coastal sagebrush, toyon, poison oak, lemonadeberry, 
coastal goldenbush, blackberry, giant wild rye and coyote brush.   

 
Special Status Vegetation.  A native plant community referred to as Coastal Bluff 

Scrub is present on the mid- and lower-slopes of the Lighthouse Creek canon slope, and 
the upper portions of the project site seacliff.  Coastal Bluff Scrub habitat is located on 
the middle portion of the Lighthouse Creek slope in two small areas: an area 
approximately 150 square feet in size in an area shown on project plans as a required flat 
area, and an area approximately 250 square feet in size in an area designated on project 
plans as open yard.  Both of the Coastal Bluff Scrub habitat areas are surrounded by 
ruderal and ornamental plant species, which substantially reduces their biological value.  
More extensive areas of Coastal Bluff Scrub habitat are located on the lower slopes of the 
creek canyon slope and the upper portions of the project site seacliff.  The Revised Initial 
Study does not specifically identify the presence of Coastal Bluff Scrub habitat on the 
project site, however, plants that comprise much of the habitat, such as saltbush, poison 
oak, lemonadeberry, coast goldenbush and blackberry, are identified as being present on 
the project site. 

 
Wildlife.  Hunt (2013) reported that wildlife conditions on the project site remain 

similar to those reported by the Revised Initial Study, and previous conclusions that the 
proposed project would not result in significant impacts to monarch butterflies, California 
red-legged frog and steelhead trout remain valid primarily due to the lack of suitable 
habitat on and near the project site.  Hunt indicates that on-site Coastal Bluff Scrub 
habitat and the lower portions of the Lighthouse Creek channel provide areas suitable for 
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two-striped garter snake, which is known to exist in the project region.  Hunt also 
reported that suitable nesting habitat is present in the willow woodland and trees located 
on the project property and surrounding areas for a variety of California Species of 
Special Concern, including raptors. 

 
Project-Related Impacts to Biological Resources 

 
The Revised Initial Study and Hunt (2013) determined that the proposed project 

would have the potential to result in construction-related water quality impacts, and 
impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat located in the Lighthouse Creek channel and on 
the mid- and lower-portions of the Lighthouse Creek channel slope.  Revised Initial 
Study mitigation measure BIO-4 specifies various regulatory requirements and site-
specific erosion control measures that would reduce the potential for water quality-related 
impacts to a less than significant level.  Hunt (2013) identifies three additional water 
quality protection measures that would further reduce the potential for project-related 
water quality impacts.  Measures recommended by Hunt are provided below as proposed 
mitigation measures BIO-4.9, 4.10 and 4.11. 

 
The Revised Initial Study indicates that “moderately high” quality habitat is 

provided along the Lighthouse Creek corridor that is capable of supporting a variety of 
bird species.  Since the project would not result in the removal of any of this habitat, the 
Revised Initial Study did not identify significant impacts to nesting birds.  Hunt (2013) 
indicates that project-related construction activity would have the potential to result in a 
significant impact if construction were to occur near an occupied nest.  This potentially 
significant impact can be reduced to a less than significant level by a mitigation measure 
recommended by Hunt, which is provided below as mitigation measure BIO-6.   

 
The Revised Initial Study and Hunt (2013) indicate that project-related 

construction activities have the potential to remove or disturb native vegetation, and Hunt 
indicates that the project could result in impacts to Coastal Bluff Scrub habitat located on 
the project site.  This potential impact could result from construction-related disturbance, 
the installation of the proposed storm water drainage system, or the establishment and 
maintenance of required yard areas.  Revised Initial Study mitigation measure BIO-1 
requires the restoration of disturbed or removed native plant areas and provides specific 
requirements regarding appropriate plant materials and other required restoration 
activities.  To implement this mitigation measure, the project includes the restoration of 
approximately 8,000 square feet of the project site located to the south and east of the 
proposed residence with a variety of native plants (see EIR Figure 3.3-8, Landscape 
Plan).  The implementation of the proposed restoration plan in accordance with the 
requirements of mitigation measure BIO-1 would be adequate to reduce potentially 
significant habitat disturbance or removal impacts to a less than significant level.   

 
Hunt (2013) identifies additional measures to further minimize impacts to native 

habitat and impacts to wildlife species, including the installation and maintenance of 
temporary fencing along the edge of specified ground disturbance areas during project 
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construction, and project site monitoring during initial grading activities by a qualified 
biologist to relocate displaced animals.  The additional wildlife and habitat protection 
measures recommended by Hunt are provided below as measures BIO-7 and BIO-8. 

 
Another potential impact to native plants and habitat identified by the Revised 

Initial Study and Hunt (2013) could occur if the removal of non-native plants from the 
proposed building site were to result in the spread (i.e., seed dispersal) of invasive plants.  
This potentially significant impact would be reduced to a less than significant level by 
Revised Initial Study mitigation measure BIO-1, which specifies methods to be used to 
remove non-native plants from the project site, and that native plants be used for 
restoration purposes.  Hunt (2013) recommends similar mitigation requirements.  No new 
mitigation measures are required to reduce this potentially significant impact to a less 
than significant level.   

 
Implementation of each of the mitigation measures proposed by the Revised 

Initial Study and Hunt would reduce the presence of non-native and invasive plants on 
the project site.  This effect would result in a beneficial environmental impact. 

 
Additional Mitigation Measures 
 

The following mMitigation measures 9, 10 and 11 below are identified by Hunt 
(2013); and mitigation measure 12 is provided in response to California Coastal 
Commission comments on the Second Revised Draft EIR (Comment Letter No. 2, dated 
December 1, 2016).  The additional mitigation measures provided below and supplement 
mitigation measures proposed by the Revised Initial Study.  The additional measures 
further reduce the proposed project’s significant but mitigable short-term water quality 
impacts.    
 
BIO-4 Erosion Control/Water Quality Plan  

 
9. Implement applicable BMPs to prevent, control, and contain soil erosion, as 

detailed in SWPPP to be developed for the project. 
 
10. Time grading and soil disturbance to occur during the dry season (May-Nov) 

and hydromulch all disturbed soils at onset of rainy season. 
 
11. A qualified biologist shall periodically check maintenance of erosion control 

measures and hydromulch during construction and suggest remedies where 
necessary. 

 
12. The use of herbicides for the removal of non-native plants in the proposed 

habitat restoration area shall be minimized to the extent practical.  If 
herbicides must be used to ensure the removal of non-native plants, herbicide 
use shall be limited to the application of Glyphosate Aquamaster.TM  
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Herbicide use on the project site shall occur only in the proposed habitat 
restoration area. 

 
The following mitigation measure would reduce the potential for the proposed 

project to result in significant impacts to nesting birds to a less than significant level. 
 

BIO-6 Active Bird Nest Protection.  Time grading to occur when birds are not 
nesting (July- February).  A qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction survey 
within 500 feet of the project site for nesting birds if initial grading is to occur between 
February and July. The results of the survey shall be submitted to the City.  If active bird 
nests are detected by the survey, construction shall be delayed until birds have fledged 
the nest or until the biologist determines that construction will not disturb nesting 
behavior. 
 

The following mitigation measures supplement measures identified by the 
Revised Initial Study and further minimize the proposed project’s significant but 
mitigable impacts to sensitive habitat and wildlife species, including two-striped garter 
snake should it be located on the project site.    
 

BIO-7 Wildlife Protection.  A qualified biologist shall be present at the onset of 
initial site grading to salvage and relocate any animals displaced by grading and 
vegetation grubbing. 
 

BIO-8 Sensitive Habitat Protection.  A qualified biologist shall supervise 
installation of orange construction fence and silt fence around the surveyed construction 
disturbance limits prior to initial site grading and vegetation removal. This fencing shall 
be maintained for the duration of construction. 
 
9.1.2 Geology 
 
 The Revised Initial Study determined that the proposed single-family residence 
would result in less than significant impacts due to earthquake-related geologic hazards 
such as fault rupture, ground shaking, seiche, tsunami and liquefaction.  Proposed 
revisions to the design of the project since the Revised Initial Study was prepared would 
not adversely affect the potential for the project to be affected by these types of geologic 
hazards.  Therefore, as concluded by the Revised Initial Study, no mitigation measures 
are required for earthquake-related geologic hazard impacts.   
 
 The Revised Initial Study indicates that the project site is located on a coastal 
bluff and determined that based on the results of previous site investigations, project-
related impacts to the stability of the bluff would be reduced to a less than significant 
level with the implementation of a proposed mitigation measure to control on-site 
drainage (Revised Initial Study Mitigation Measure G-1/EIR Mitigation Measure GEO-
1).  Since the Revised Initial Study was prepared, additional analysis of the project site 
coastal bluff has been conducted, including evaluations of the stability of the bluff 
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provided by the Draft EIRs prepared in 2006 and 2012.  The evaluation provided by the 
2012 Draft EIR determined that with the implementation of the proposed drainage control 
mitigation measure, the project would not result in a significant bluff stability impact.  
The revised project design places proposed development in locations that are similar to 
the development locations evaluated by the Revised Initial Study, the 2006 Draft EIR and 
the 2012 Draft EIR.  A design difference between the previous project design and the 
current design is that the current design results in the export of approximately 267 cubic 
yards of soil from the project site (288 cubic yards of cut – 21 cubic yards of fill).  
Removing soil from the proposed development site would reduce the amount of weight 
on the top of the coastal bluff, and as such would not have an adverse effect on the 
stability of the bluff.   
 

Subsequent to the preparation of the 2012 Draft EIR, additional analysis regarding 
the location of the top of coastal bluff on the project site, the location of the top of the 
canyon slope along Lighthouse Creek at the project site, and the stability of the 
Lighthouse Creek channel slope on the project site has been conducted.  That information 
and analysis is provided in Sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.3 of this EIR. 
 
 The Revised Initial Study indicates that proposed development on the project site 
could be adversely affected by expansive soils, however, this potentially significant 
impact would be reduced to a less than significant level by a proposed mitigation measure 
(Revised Initial Study Mitigation Measure G-2/EIR Mitigation Measure GEO-2), which 
requires the proposed building’s foundation be approved by a licensed Engineering 
Geologist or Geotechnical Engineer.  The Revised Initial Study also indicates that the use 
of a caisson foundation rather than footings could be a foundation design method that 
would reduce potential expansive soil impacts to a less than significant level.  The 
revised design of the proposed residence still requires the implementation of this 
proposed mitigation measure for the potential adverse effects of expansive soils. 
 
9.1.3 Hazards 
 

The Revised Initial Study determined that the proposed single-family residence 
would not result in significant impacts related to the use of hazardous materials or other 
health hazards.  However, the project would have the potential to result in significant fire 
protection hazard due to its location adjacent to native vegetation in Lighthouse Creek 
and the narrow width of the access driveway.  This impact would be reduced to a less 
than significant level with the implementation of proposed mitigation measures that 
require:  

 
 The proposed structure be provided with automatic fire sprinklers (Revised Initial 

Study Mitigation Measure H-1);  
 
 The proposed structure be provided with a monitored fire alarm system 

(Mitigation Measure H-2);  
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 The proposed structure comply with applicable high fire hazard area construction 
requirements (Mitigation Measure H-3); and  

 
 The maintenance of required sprinkler and alarm systems (Mitigation Measure H-

4).   
 
The previous design of the proposed residence included a “green” or vegetated 

roof, however, that feature has been removed from the project to comply with Fire 
Department requirements.  The removal of the vegetated roof further reduces the 
potential for fire-related hazards at the project site.  The revised design of the proposed 
residence still requires the implementation of the proposed fire hazard reduction 
mitigation measures. 
 
9.1.4 Transportation/Circulation 
 

The Revised Initial Study determined that the proposed single-family residence 
would not generate a substantial amount of vehicle traffic, result in traffic-related 
hazards, or result in long-term parking-related impacts.  The proposed project would have 
the potential to result in a significant vehicle access-related impact because the legal 
adequacy of the driveway providing access to the project site has been disputed.  To 
resolve this issue and reduce potential access-related impacts to a less than significant 
level, Revised Initial Study mitigation measure T-1 requires the project parcel owner to 
provide the City with satisfactory evidence that “the required amount of legal access that 
formed the basis for the original lot split” is available to serve the project.  The width of 
the access driveway varies from 15 feet to 7.5 feet. 
 

Recommended mitigation measures provided by the Revised Initial Study would 
further reduce less than significant, short-term construction-related traffic impacts by 
requiring City approval of travel routes for large project-related construction vehicles 
(Mitigation Measure T-2), and the implementation of measures to minimize construction 
vehicle and material storage conflicts with properties near the project site (Mitigation 
Measure T-3).   
 

The revised design of the proposed residence still requires the implementation of 
mitigation measure T-1.  Implementation of recommended mitigation measures T-2 and 
T-3 also continues to be warranted. 
 
9.1.5 Water Environment 
 

The Revised Initial Study determined that the proposed single-family residence 
would result in less than significant storm water drainage and flooding-related impacts.  
However, to address new storm water management regulations, City staff requested that 
an updated evaluation of the project’s drainage-related impacts be prepared.  In response 
to the request, a new Hydrology and Storm Water Quality Report has been prepared and 
submitted to the City (RRM Design Group, 2016).  The revised report describes the 
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project’s proposed drainage and water quality system, which in general would consist of 
a series of drainage swales, catch basins, underground storm drains, a “green” roof on the 
proposed residence, the use of permeable pavers in the proposed driveway area, a small 
(17 square foot) bioretention pond that could retain up to three cubic feet of water, and a 
new pipe that would discharge storm water to the Lighthouse Creek channel.  The 
previous design of the proposed residence included a “green” or vegetated roof, however, 
that feature has been removed from the project to comply with Fire Department 
requirements.  Table 9.1-1 shows runoff flows and volumes generated from the project 
site under existing and proposed development conditions.  As depicted by the table, the 
post-development condition would result in a small decrease in storm water discharges 
from the project site.  The removal of the vegetated roof from the project would result in 
a small decrease in storm water retention capabilities at the project site, which could 
result in a minor increase in post-project development runoff characteristics shown on 
EIR Table 9.1-1 (Project Site Storm Water Runoff Characteristics).  However, 
compliance with the requirements of mitigation measure W-1 (Drainage and Water 
Quality) will ensure that the final project site drainage system implements and complies 
with the City’s storm water management standards, and that potential project-related 
drainage impacts are reduced to a less than significant level. 

 
Table 9.1-1 

Project Site Storm Water Runoff Characteristics 
 

Storm Event 
Peak Flows (cubic feet per second) Runoff Volume(cubic feet) 

Existing Proposed Existing Proposed 
1-inch 0.02 0.02 149 117 
2-year 0.15 0.13 970 885 
5-year 0.26 0.25 1,671 1,570 

10-year 0.35 0.33 2,175 2,066 
25-year 0.45 0.44 2,821 2,706 
50-year 0.53 0.52 3,307 3,188 
100-year 0.61 0.59 3,783 3,662 

Source: RRM Design Group, 2016 
 

The Revised Initial Study determined that the project would could not result in 
significant long-term storm water quality impacts, but and proposed construction 
activities would have the potential to result in significant short-term water quality impacts 
to Lighthouse Creek.  This These potentially significant impacts would be reduced to a 
less than significant level with the implementation of proposed mitigation measure W-1, 
which requires City approval of proposed grading, drainage, storm water and project 
development plans; and .  Recommended mitigation measure W-2GEO-1, which requires 
the property owner to perform maintenance operations on the project site drainage system 
to, which would further reduce the potential for project-related long-term water quality 
impacts.  The revised design of the proposed residence still requires the implementation 
of mitigation measure W-1, and .  Implementation of recommended mitigation measure 
W-2GEO-1 also continues to be warranted.  The design, construction and operation of the 
proposed storm water management system in accordance with the City’s building and 
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storm water quality standards and requirements, along with the requirements of proposed 
and recommended mitigation measures, would reduce the project’s drainage-related 
impacts to a less than significant level. 

Stage Three Drought. The City’s Water Shortage Contingency Plan states that 
the City Council should consider regulations of water use and suspension of permit 
approvals during Stage Two and Stage Three Drought Conditions.  The City is currently 
in a Stage Three Drought Emergency condition, with some water use regulations and 
development restrictions in effect that restrict how water can be used during the drought. 
For more information, visit www.SantaBarbaraCA.gov/Drought.   

Currently, irrigation with potable water of landscapes outside of newly 
constructed homes and buildings must be accomplished in a manner consistent with 
regulations and other requirements established by the California Building Standards 
Commission and the Department of Housing and Community Development.  The City 
recommends that projects design their landscape/irrigation to comply with this 
requirement. 

Additionally, a Staff team has been considering possible development restrictions 
in order to appropriately manage this critical water shortage while balancing possible 
effects on the local economy. These restrictions, as well as additional water use 
regulations, could be implemented by City Council as part of a phased approach.  
Potential development restrictions could include, but are not limited to, mandatory 
landscape deferral, suspension of building permits for new pools, and suspension of 
building permits for projects that result in net new water use (generally, an increase in 
number of units or commercial floor area).  These actions could be implemented as part 
of future phases of the Stage Three Drought Emergency.   

9.2 LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 
 
9.2.1 Aesthetics - Lighting 
 

The Revised Initial Study determined that the proposed project would result in 
less than significant lighting-related impacts because it would be required to comply with 
the City’s Outdoor Lighting and Design Ordinance.  The proposed project would still be 
required to comply with applicable lighting-related requirements.  Other potential 
aesthetic impacts of the project, including potential impacts to views provided from 
identified important public viewpoints, are evaluated in Section 5.1.3 of this EIR. 
 
9.2.2 Air Quality 
 

The Revised Initial Study determined that the proposed single-family residence 
would not result in significant short- or long-term air quality impacts.  To further reduce 
the potential for construction-related air quality impacts, mitigation measures AQ-1 
through AQ-6 are recommended to reduce dust emissions and emissions from 
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construction equipment.  Implementation of the recommended mitigation measures to 
reduce construction-related emissions continues to be warranted with the revised design 
of the proposed project. 
 
9.2.3 Cultural Resources 
 

A previous survey of the project site did not detect the presence of cultural 
resources.   Therefore, the Revised Initial Study concluded that the proposed project 
would not result in significant impacts to cultural resources, and this determination 
remains applicable to the redesigned project.  Recommended mitigation measure CR-1 
provides measures to be implemented in the unlikely event that previously undetected 
cultural resources are uncovered during the construction of the project.  The 
implementation of recommended mitigation measure CR-1 continues to be warranted.  
 
9.2.4 Noise 
 

The Revised Initial Study determined that construction activities at the project 
site, such as the use of earthmoving equipment and drilling to install foundation caissons 
as recommended by the evaluation of potential expansive soil impacts (Section 9.1.2) 
would result in a temporary increase in noise levels in areas adjacent to the project site.  
Although construction activities would result in an adverse increase in noise levels, the 
project would not result in a significant short-term noise impact due the limited extent 
and duration of construction activities.  This determination remains applicable to the 
revised project design and the grading and foundation preparation operations (i.e., drilled 
caissons) that would be used to construct the proposed residence.  The Revised Initial 
Study provides recommended construction noise reduction measures to further reduce 
short-term noise impacts, including requirements to notify nearby property owners and 
residents prior to the start of construction activities (Mitigation Measure N-1); limitations 
on the days and hours that construction operations may occur (Mitigation Measure N-2); 
and a requirement that construction equipment be provided with appropriate noise 
reduction devices (Mitigation Measure N-3).  The implementation of recommended 
construction noise reduction mitigation measures continues to be warranted. 
 

The Revised Initial Study concluded that the proposed project would not be a 
substantial long-term source of noise.  This conclusion remains appropriate for the 
revised design of the proposed single-family dwelling. 
 
9.2.5 Population and Housing 
 

The Revised Initial Study concluded that the proposed project would result in less 
than significant growth inducing or housing-related impacts.  This determination remains 
appropriate for the revised design of the proposed single-family dwelling. 
 
9.2.6 Public Services  
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The Revised Initial Study concluded that the proposed project would result in less 
than significant impacts to public services, including fire and police protection, schools, 
utilities, water and sewer service.  This determination remains appropriate for the revised 
design of the proposed single-family dwelling. 
 
9.2.7 Recreation 
 

The Revised Initial Study concluded that the proposed project would not result in 
a substantial increase in the demand for recreation facilities or impacts to existing 
facilities.  Therefore, the project’s impacts to recreation facilities would be less than 
significant.  This determination remains appropriate for the revised design of the 
proposed single-family dwelling. 
 
9.2.8 Greenhouse Gas Emission 
 
 After the Revised Initial Study for the El Camino de la Luz residence project was 
prepared, the State adopted legislation that requires CEQA evaluations to include an 
assessment of a project’s potential to contribute to global climate change impacts.  CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.4(b) now indicates that a Lead Agency should consider the 
following factors when assessing the significance of a project’s climate impacts: assess 
the extent to which a project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas emissions as 
compared to the existing environmental setting; determine if a project would exceed an 
applicable threshold of significance; and the extent to which the project complies with 
regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional or local plan for 
the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions.   

Thresholds for evaluating the significance of a project’s greenhouse gas emissions 
and resulting global climate change impacts have not been adopted on a local level, 
however, the County and City of Santa Barbara has used on an interim basis a 
significance threshold that was adopted by the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (BAAQMD) in June 2010.  The BAAQMD threshold and supporting analysis are 
considered appropriate for land use projects in Santa Barbara because the County’s 
population growth, land use patterns, General Plan policies and average commute 
patterns and times are similar to certain Bay Area counties.  Based on the BAAQMD 
threshold, a project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to greenhouse gas emissions and 
climate change impacts would be cumulatively considerable if the project would produce 
in excess of 1,100 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents per year. 

 
Existing Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  The proposed project site is vacant.  

Therefore, the site is not a substantial source of greenhouse gas emissions.  There is not a 
substantial amount of vegetation on the approximately one-half acre project site, 
therefore, the site is not a substantial source of carbon dioxide sequestration.  
 
 Short-Term Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  Short-term construction-related 
emissions of carbon dioxide that would result from the development of the proposed 
project were estimated using the URBEMIS 2007 computer program.  Sources of carbon 
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dioxide emissions include the use of on- and off-road construction equipment and 
construction worker trips.  It was estimated that project-related construction activities 
would result in the emission of approximately 70 tons of carbon dioxide without the 
implementation of any mitigation measures.    
 

Construction-related emissions of greenhouse gases required to develop the 
proposed project would occur over a relatively limited period of time (approximately one 
year) and result from the implementation of a small, single-family residence project.  Due 
to the “one-time” nature of the project-related construction emissions and the small 
amount of emissions that would result, the proposed project would not result in the 
generation of greenhouse gases that would substantially contribute to climate change 
impacts or result in a significant impact on the environment.  The small project-related 
emissions of greenhouse gases would not impede the attainment of greenhouse gas 
emission reduction goals.  Therefore, the proposed project’s construction-related 
emissions would not substantially contribute to global climate change impacts. 
 
 Long-Term Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  Long-term emissions of carbon 
dioxide that would result from project-related mobile sources and area sources (i.e., 
natural gas combustion and landscape maintenance) were estimated using the URBEMIS 
2007 computer program.  Long-term indirect emissions of carbon dioxide that would 
result from project-related use of electricity were estimated using emissions factors 
provided by the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (Scope and Content 
of Air Quality Sections in Environmental Documents, 2010).  The project’s long-term 
emissions of carbon dioxide from mobile and area sources were estimated to be 
approximately 12.97 tons per year without the implementation of mitigation measures.  
Indirect emissions from electricity use were estimated to be approximately 1.84 tons per 
year.  The total carbon dioxide emitted by the proposed project would be approximately 
14.81 tons per year, which is equivalent to 13.4 metric tons per year.  Other indirect 
greenhouse gas emissions that would also result from the project, such as emissions 
associated with the disposal and decomposition of solid waste generated by the project 
and potable water delivery, would be very minor compared to the estimated emissions 
from mobile and area sources and would not substantially contribute to the project’s 
emissions of greenhouse gases.  Long-term greenhouse gas emissions of the project 
would be substantially below the threshold of 1,100 metric tons of carbon dioxide 
equivalents per year.  Therefore, the project would result in less than significant 
greenhouse gas emission impacts (Class III). 
 

Other Climate Change-Related Impacts.  The effects of climate change may 
include a rise in sea level caused by an expansion of the ocean water volume caused by 
warming, melting glaciers and melting polar ice caps.  Estimates of future sea level 
elevations vary considerably based on assumptions regarding greenhouse gas emission 
control effectiveness and other factors.  Sea level rise predictions recommended for use 
by the California Coastal Commission (2015) indicate that compared to 2000 conditions, 
sea level could rise two (2) to 12 inches by 2030; five (5) to 24 inches by 2050; and 17-
66 inches by 2100.  The proposed residence on the project site is located at an elevation 
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of approximately 100 feet above sea level.  Therefore a rise in sea level of 66 inches by 
2100 would not inundate a structure developed on the project site.   

 
9.2.9 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

Amendments to Appendix G, Section II (Agriculture and Forestry Resources) of 
the CEQA Guidelines were adopted because forests serve as a substantial carbon dioxide 
sink (i.e., rather than emitting carbon dioxide, forests remove carbon dioxide from the 
atmosphere).  There are no agriculture or forest resources located on or near the project 
site.  Therefore, the project would have no impact related to this environmental issue 
area. 
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25 August 2009 
 
Mr. Daniel Gullett, Associate Planner 
Santa Barbara City Community Development Department 
630 Garden Street 
Santa Barbara 
CA 93102-1990 
  RE: Geological Inspection Trench at 1837½ Camino de la Luz 
 
Dear Mr. Gullett, 
 
A trench inspection was made for the purpose of determining if a reported “bedding 
plane fissure” is located on the proposed building site at the subject address.  This 
investigation was required to determine if such a fissure affects the location and stability 
of the building site. 

 
The need for this inspection resulted from my peer review of geologic documents related 
to the subject parcel.  One of these documents, a geologic report by R.J. Smith reported a 
bedding plane fissure observed near the beach that he projected northward.  On the basis 
of his findings Smith indicated that the area underlying the present paved area at the NW 
corner of the subject parcel should not be considered for the placement of a house.  
Conditions in the field were such that Smith’s projection of his reported fissure could not 
be verified by direct visual inspection.  Instead, I used the data presented on the geologic 
map prepared by Smith and calculated the position of the putative fissured bedding plane. 
 
A later geologic study by CGF consultants presented a different geologic map of the 
subject parcel.  I performed the same kind of analysis of the data on the CGF geologic 
map.  A technique wherein the intersection between a dipping stratum and the surface 
topography can be determined was applied to each map by the writer to verify Dr. 
Smith’s and CFG’s results. 
 
Disparate results were obtained from their maps.  The cause of this is the location and 
accuracy of measurements of the attitude of the Monterey strata on the subject parcel 
made by Smith and by CGF.  It is evident that the exact position of the fissure, if it 
indeed exists needed to be determined by visual inspection of a trench transecting the 
vicinity of the paved area. 
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It is important to resolve the issue of this putative fissure.  Smith and others have 
declared that the fissure represents a plane of weakness along which a block slide could 
occur.  They assert that the block slide would involve all the material west of the plane of 
the fissure.  Although the block is buttressed on the west some sort of failure needs to be 
taken into account in locating the safe building envelope on the subject parcel.  Further, if 
the putative failure plane exists on the subject building site it needs to be ascertained 
whether it represents a plane of weakness or not.  If an inspection reveals that the 
putative fissure is not present it can be concluded that there is no block slide threat to a 
building from the fissure mapped by Smith and CGF.  In such a case no further such 
investigations would be necessary. 
 
The location of the inspection trench is indicated on Figure 1.  The location was chosen 
to be in a position to either prove or disprove the existence of the putative fissure.  The 
trench was dug in two segments 19 feet long and 3 feet wide.  The trench was excavated 
to a depth of 8 feet as determined by the depth of the subcrop of the Monterey strata. The 
trench was excavated using an extendable-boom backhoe.  The excavator is 7 ft wide 
with a bucket 1½ feet wide.  Excavated soil was placed adjacent to the trench 
temporarily. 
 
Inspection was performed by visual examination of the bottom of the trench.  The trench 
was scraped clear of loose material so that the bedrock substrate was exposed.  The wall 
of the trench was photographed and mapped by the writer.  After the inspection the 
trench was backfilled with the original stored soil material which was moistened and 
compacted to approximately 95% relative compaction.  The trench remained open less 
than a single day.  It was revegetated with original, native vegetation at the east and south 
ends of the trench segments.  Elsewhere the trench was repaved with macadam and the 
curbs reconstituted using concrete. 
 
Three samples of the substrate were obtained during the inspection of the trench, but they 
were not all undisturbed samples.   One sample needed to be reconstituted for shear 
testing, one was suitable for such analysis, but a third could not be reconstituted. 
 
TRENCHING 
 
The walls of the trench were observed and mapped by the writer.  The results of this 
work are shown in Figures 2 and 3.  The circled numbers refer to materials observed on 
the wall of the trench.  The descriptions of the materials are as follows. 
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Figure 1.  Map of the parcel at 1837½ Camino de la Luz.  The position and orientation of the 
geologic exploratory trench is shown by the heavy black line.   The trench is in two segments.  The E-
W segment is 45 feet long.  The N-S segment is 31 ft long.  Both segments are approximately 2½ feet 
wide by 8 feet deep.  The heavy blue line marks the expected position of the subcrop of the  subject 
bedding plane. 
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Figure 2.  Map of the southern wall of the trench dug at 1837½ Camino de la Luz.  
The circled numbers and hatching symbols refer to the type of substrate materials 
which are described in the text. 

 

 

Figure 3.  Map of the western wall of the trench dug at 1837½ Camino de la Luz.  
The circled numbers and hatching symbols refer to the type of substrate materials 
which are described in the text. 

 
1. Dark gray-brown sandy alluvium and artificial fill. 
2. Backfilled trench materials derived from trench excavation. 
3. Dark gray dense claystone.  Sample B-2 
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4. Light brown, fissle shale, thin bedded with laminae about 2 mm thick.  Often 
interbedded with Unit 5 below.  Sample B-1 

5. Tan shale, thin bedded (½” to 1” thick) and interbedded with fissle, white silty 
clay seams a few mm thick and about 6” apart.  Sample B-3 

6. Massive light tan siliceous marl with beds 1 to 2 ft thick. 
 
The units exposed in the trench are part of the Mid to Late–Miocene Monterey formation. 
The formation is overlain unconformably by unconsolidated materials consisting of 
sandy alluvium or artificial fill. 
 
No evidence of an open bedding plane fissure in the stratification of the Monterey strata 
was observed in the trench.  Instead, massive to thin-bedded marl (calcareous and 
siliceous shale) strata are interbedded with thin seams of fissle silty shale or dense 
claystone where the geologic considerations indicate the fissure would occur. 
 
The writer was able to examine the strata at the base of the coastal bluff where the 
putative fissure was reported to exist by Smith and CGF.  The writer observed that a 
seam of fissle shale about 1½” thick interbedded between strata of thick marl strata had 
been scoured out to a depth of an inch or so by wave erosion.  The scour apparently had 
been misinterpreted as a pervasive open fissure or petroliferous seam by the previous 
investigators. 
 
Three samples were taken from the trench at location s shown on Figures 2 and 3.  The 
samples were labeled and placed in sealed containers to preserve their water content.  
Two of the samples (B-2 and B-3) were subsequently subjected to shear testing by Braun 
Associates of Buellton, California.  The results of the analyses are presented in the 
Appendix to this report. 
 
The two samples were found to have appreciable apparent cohesion and a low angle of 
internal friction.  Sample B-1 was from a seam of fissile shale.  It could not be 
reconstituted for analysis.  Sample B-2 was found to have a residual angle of internal 
friction of 15º and a residual effective cohesion on 600 psf.  Sample B-3 was found to 
have a residual angle of internal friction of 16º and a residual effective cohesion of 1050 
psf.  The values of the internal angle of friction are typical of consolidated clay-rich 
materials.  The cohesion values are larger than expected for such materials. 
 
No faults or folds are evident on the subject parcel.  No springs or shallow water table 
was encountered in the trenching on the parcel.  The slope of the parcel is about 2.5º 
toward the southeast corner of the paved area at the site of the trench.   
 
No moisture or free water was encountered in the trench.  The substrate materials were 
quite dry, even at the bottom of the trench.  A liquefaction hazard is unlikely to exist 
because of the lack of a high water table and because the sandy alluvium contains 50% or 
more of clay and silt. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
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The evidence observed in the inspection trench establishes that the putative open bedding 
plane fissure does not exist on the subject property.   Rather, the massive marl beds 
observable cropping out in the coastal bluff and observed in the trench are interbedded 
with fissle silty shale and claystone seams a few inches thick.  The seams appear in the 
trench in the position inferred from a geologic analysis of the attitudes of the beds of 
Monterey formation at the subject parcel. 
 
The fissle beds and claystone seams probably have the minimum shearing strength in the 
substrate materials at the subject parcel.  Subsequent design of the structure to be built on 
the subject parcel should take this condition into account. 
 
The strata under the subject parcel dip southward at an average angle of about 25°.  
However the N 60° W strike of these strata is not parallel to the E-W trend of the toe of 
the coastal bluff so they are buttressed on the west.  This condition has caused failures of 
the coastal bluff elsewhere along the Santa Barbara shoreline to be rotational about an 
axis normal to the bluff face.  The recent slide at Shoreline Park failed in this manner; the 
slide evident at the SE corner of the subject parcel probably did as well. 
 
The nature of the slide kinematics requires that analysis of slope stability take this 
rotational effect into account.  A simple block sliding model is not adequate as it would 
exaggerate the slide potential.   
 
I hope that these findings are suitable for your purposes.  Please contact me if you have 
any questions or comments. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
William Anikouchine PhD 
California Certified Engineering Geologist EG 1584 
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APPENDIX 
 

Results Of Analyses of Samples Taken From The Exploration Trench 
 

 

Figure 4.  Results of Shear Test of Sample B-3. 
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Figure 5.  Results of Shear Test of Sample B-2. 
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Ms. Kathleen A. Kennedy, Associate Planner   9 November 2011 
City of Santa Barbara Planning Division 
P.O. Box 1990 
Santa Barbara CA 93102 
 
RE: Geological Investigation of Slope Stability at 1837½ Camino de la Luz1 
 
Dear Ms. Kennedy, 
 
This report is in response to your division’s request for a discussion of the geologic issues 
involved in evaluating the stability of the coastal bluff at 1837½ Camino de la Luz.  A 
diagram of the subject parcel and adjacent terrain is shown in Figure 1. 
 

 
 
Figure 1.  Isometric diagram of the topography of the coastal bluff from Lighthouse Creek on the 
east to about Oliver Street on the west.   The scene is viewed toward the NW at an elevation  several 
hundred feet  above the top of the parcel (imagine a helicopter view) The diagram was constructed 
from topographic maps prepared from 1995 aerial photography.  The subject parcel is outlined in 
black.  The mesh size is 5 feet. 

                                                 
1 The proper name of this street is El Camino De La Luz, but the El is omitted in this report for the sake of 
brevity.  Capitalization of the preposition, de and the article, la is also omitted following English standards. 
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PREVIOUS WORK 
 
The geologic work done so far has consisted of several years of individual examinations 
and reports which were subjected to a peer review by me.  The report of that work dated 
16 March 2005 is included here by reference.  
 

 
Figure 2.  A portion of the geologic map by Minor et al (2006) showing features mapped by the USGS 
in the vicinity of the subject parcel.  Qmt represents marine terrace unconsolidated deposits.   Qls 
represents landslide deposits.  Lighthouse Creek trends northward in the center of the figure.  Tml 
represents lower Monterey beds cropping out on the east of the creek.  West of the creek beds of the 
middle Monterey formation crop out in the coastal bluff.  The contact between these beds at the 
mouth of Lighthouse Creek is an unconformity.  The magenta lines and paired arrows mark the 
orientation and type of the fold axes that deform the Monterey beds.  Large arrowheads depict 
anticlinal folds and small arrowheads depict synclinal folds.  The attitude of the strata is indicated by 
the strike and dip symbol; the accompnying number indicates the dip in degrees.  Scale is indicated 
by cultural features. 
 
In the course of the peer review the matter of slope stability arose.  No analysis of the 
stability of the subject parcel had been performed, only anecdotal mention that the slope 
was stable.  In view of the proximity of the Camino de la Luz slide of 14 February 1978 
the decision was to perform a stability analysis using existing strength data to determine 
if previous workers had overlooked a landslide hazard on the parcel. 
  
The exploratory stability analysis using strength data obtained from the literature was 
included in the writer’s 16 March 2005 report.  The result of that analysis indicated that 
the slope appeared to be stable.  However an open bedding plane fracture was claimed to 
be a potential plane of failure that transected the parcel.  A geological inspection in an 
exploratory trench showed that the open fracture does not exist. 
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The observations in the trench established that the strata of the Monterey formation 
consist of beds of calcareous marl alternating with 6” to 8” layers of black claystone and 
thin bedded fissle shale. This alternation of lithology can be seen expressed in Figure 3. 
 
Shear strength values were obtained for samples of black claystone and fissle shale taken 
from the geologic inspection trench.  The data are presented in the appendix of this 
report.  They are from the writer’s report of 25 August 2009 which is included here by 
reference. 
 
The observations of the attitudes of Monterey strata and measurements of the strength 
properties of these rocks exposed in the exploratory trench allowed a more accurate and 
thorough analysis of slope stability at the subject parcel to be made.  To accomplish this 
it was necessary to determine the manner and kinematics of potential slope failure and the 
evaluation of the likelihood of slope failure at the subject parcel. 
 

 
 
Figure 3.  View downward and to the SE from the subject parcel at low tide.  Monterey 
strata exposed on the wave-cut beach terrace show varying resistance to erosion by wave 
action.  Note the large angle between the strike of the strata and the trend of the bluff face. 
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Figure 4.  Topographic map showing geological data used in the assessment of the potential for slope 
failure at 1837½ Camino de la Luz.  The parcel boundary is outlined with a thin cyan line.  The 
heavy black lines are contacts between relatively undisturbed Monterey formation beds (Tm), the 
unconsolidated materials capping the elevated marine terrace (Tmt), and landslide debris (Qls).  The 
heavy red lines mark the location of fractures seen cutting the bluff.  They are dashed and queried 
where uncertain.  The heavy blue line shows the outcrop of the lowest bed in the Monterey formation 
that intersects the fracture in the bluff just west of the subject parcel.  A photo of the zone of 
interrupted bedding is presented in Figure 14.  Bedding attitudes are shown by strike and dip 
symbols and dip values in degrees.  The light blue lines are drainage tubes extending to the beach (or 
nearly so) located by means of a GPS receiver.  The proposed building footprint is outlined with a 
black line.  The geologic exploration trench is shown by a heavy green line.  Kinematically possible 
wedge failure is the hatched area between the fracture (heavy red line) and the bedding outcrop 
(heavy blue line).  Hatching is limited to the observable extent of the fracture.   
 
PRESENT GEOLOGICAL WORK 
 
Additional observations were necessary to complete the analysis of slope stability at the 
subject parcel.  The writer conducted a geologic examination necessary for determining 
the kinematics of potential slope failure.  This was followed by an evaluation of the 
likelihood of slope failure at the subject parcel. 
 
The geologic examination consisted of: 

1. Measuring the attitude of the Monterey strata in the bluff face and on the wave-
cut platform fronting the bluff at the subject parcel. 

2. Examination of the bluff and wave-cut terrace for persistent fractures. 
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3. Inspection of the bluff for evidence of former slope failure. 
4. Examination of bedrock exposures for asperities in the bedding planes and in 

fracture surfaces. 
 

The findings of this examination are presented in the map on Figure 4.  Bedding exposed 
on the wave-cut terrace permitted the best measurements of the attitude of the Monterey 
strata.  Outcrops in the bluff often gave evidence of involvement in earth movement, 
particularly at the base of known landslides in this area. 
 
The attitude and orientation of fractures were difficult to measure because of landslide 
debris cover, colluvium, and the lack of persistence for appreciable distances in the bluff 
face.  Exceptions are the fractures transecting the subject parcel as shown on Figure 42.  
  
The attitude of the face of the coastal bluff at the subject parcel trends N 88° E and slopes 
70° to the S at the base.  The upper part of the face slopes 36° S (see Figure 5). 
 

 
Figure 5.  Profile through the subject parcel showing the compound nature of the slope of the coastal 
bluff at 1837½ Camino de la Luz.  The numbers are the local slope in degrees. 
 
The attitudes measured by the writer and other previous workers are shown on Figure 6 
in the form of a stereonet plot.  The plot shows evidence of bias in measurements by 
previous workers.  Attitudes measured by CFG are biased about 5° clockwise.  The Smith 
measurements are biased about 15° clockwise.  It seems likely that a difference in the 
magnetic declination set on the geologist’s compass could account for these biases.  In 
addition, the map base used by Smith had an error in orientation with respect to North; 
this could explain the greater bias in his measurements. 
 
The frequency distribution of attitudes were contoured and presented in Figure 7.  This 
figure shows that the mean attitude of the bedding in the Monterey strata is a strike of 
about N 44° W and a dip of about 34° SW.  The mean attitude of fractures in the coastal 
bluff is a strike of N 67 E and a dip of 78° SE.  These average values were used in the 
subsequent analyses of slope stability at the subject parcel. 
 

                                                 
2 These fractures can be seen clearly on oblique aerial photographs 200404820 and 200800766 of the 
California Coastal Records Project (http://www.californiacoastline.org/). 
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Figure 6.  A plot of the structural features observed at 1837 ½ Camino de la Luz.  The various 
symbols are the poles of (normals to) the planar features projected to the lower hemisphere of a 
Lambert Azimuthal Equal-Area stereonet shown in grey.  The magenta circles are bedding attitudes 
shown on the geologic map in Figure 2.  The yellow circles are bedding attitudes from Hoover (1978).  
The cyan circles are bedding attitudes from Weaver (1978).  The red dots represent persistent 
fractures cutting the Monterey strata.  Black circles are bedding attitudes measured by the writer in 
the geological inspection trench dug on the subject parcel.  Orange circles and black crosses are 
bedding attitudes measured by the writer in the coastal bluff face and the wave-cut terrace at the 
subject parcel.  Green circles are bedding attitudes measured by Smith in the bluff face.  The green 
dots are bedding attitudes measured by Smith east of Lighthouse Creek.  Blue circles are bedding 
attitudes measured by CFG.  Blue dots represent bedding attitudes measured by CFG east of 
Lighthouse Creek.   A single black dot represents an attitude measured by the writer east of 
Lighthouse Creek.  The solid dots are attitudes of Monterey strata lying east of an angular 
unconformity at Lighthouse Creek. 
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Figure 7.  Stereonet plot of the contoured frequency of occurrence of bedding poles and fracture 
attitude poles in the coastal area of 1837 ½ Camino de la Luz.  The plot shows a cluster of fracture 
attitudes (upper left) and of the attitudes of bedding.  The bedding cluster shows two sub-clusters, the 
larger  west of  Lighthouse Creek and a smaller one east of the creek.  The mean attitude of most of 
the bedding poles is about 46° azimuth and plunges about 53°.  This corresponds to a mean strike of 
N 44° W and mean dip of 34° SW.  The mean attitude of the fractures is about N 67° E strike and 78° 
SE dip.  
 
The unit weight of the rocks likely to be involved in sliding at the subject parcel was 
calculated by measuring the widths of individual marl beds over a fixed lateral distance 
across the outcrop shown in the photo in Figure 3.  The marl comprised 36.7% of the 
width.  A weighted average of marl with a unit weight of 120 pcf and claystone with a 
unit weight of 58 pcf yielded an average weight of 81 pcf for the combined Monterey 
lithologies. 
 
The kinds of slope failure likely to affect coastal bluffs consist of planar failure down a 
single bedding plane, a wedge type of failure on two intersecting planes, usually a 
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bedding plane and a fracture, and toppling failure of nearly vertical beds or jointed slabs 
of bedrock.  Where only unconsolidated sediments or highly fractured rock form a coastal 
bluff, a circular failure can occur.  All of these types occur in the Santa Barbara County 
coastal bluffs.  The representations of these modes of failure are illustrated in Figure 8. 
 
An examination of the top of the bluff at the subject parcel for tension fractures revealed 
only a few shallow cracks at the SE corner of the paved area.  It is likely that these are the 
result of soil creep in the unconsolidated stratum underlying the paving.  Tension 
fractures were not considered in the slope stability analyses of the coastal bluff inasmuch 
as no tension cracks appeared to affect the underlying Monterey strata anywhere on the 
subject parcel. 
 

 
 

Figure 8.  Diagrammatic representation of the modes of failure of a coastal bluff after Hoek & Bray 
1981.  The stereonet representation for each mode is also shown on the right side of the figure.  8a is a 
circular failure, 8b is a planar failure, 8c is a wedge failure, and 8d is a toppling failure. 
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PLANE FAILURE3 
 
For sliding to occur on a single plane in a bluff, that plane must strike parallel or nearly 
parallel to the trend of the bluff.  The dip of the failure plane must be smaller than the dip 
of the bluff face.  Further, the dip of the failure plane must be greater than the angle of 
friction of this plane.  Release surfaces which provide negligible resistance to sliding 
must be present in the rock mass to define the lateral boundaries of the slide.  Such 
surfaces could be faults, fracture zones or declivities such as stream reentrants.  Planar 
failure can occur on a plane passing through the convex promontory of a bluff because no 
lateral constraints are present there. 
 
Large scale asperities such as small folds and syngenetic slumping features tend to 
impede planar movement and so are not amenable to conventional stability analysis.  
Asperities noted in the bluff and wave-cut terrace at the subject parcel were of this type 
(see Figure 12).  They are not considered further inasmuch as they impart considerable 
stability to the bluff by requiring dilatancy of the entire bluff and shearing of the 
Monterey marl before movement down the dip of these strata can start.  Omitting 
consideration of such asperities adds conservatism to the analysis of plane failure.  
 
The angle of internal friction of the claystone seam in the Monterey strata examined in 
the inspection trench was measured to be 15°.  A cone with this apical angle was plotted 
as a black circle on the lower hemisphere of a Lambert Equal area projection in Figure 9.  
The kinematic envelopes of bedding poles capable of slope failure are plotted on the 
stereonet in Figure 9 as closed figures.  The figure having a green color represents the 
upper slope of the bluff face and the figure colored red represents the lower, steeper face.  
The kinematic analysis shows that most of the bedding planes have poles falling within 
these figures and outside the circle of internal friction angle and so plane failure is not 
prevented by stereotaxis – all measured strata have dip components down the face of the 
bluff. 
 
The likelihood of planar failure was evaluated by performing a limit equilibrium analysis 
of the bedding planes shown to be capable of failure by kinematic analysis.  The equation 
for the factor of safety was modified to apply to a compound sloped bluff (see Figure 5) 
and then applied to calculate the factor of safety at a 5° graticule of points inside the 
envelopes shown on the stereonet plot in Figure 9.  The input to the limit equilibrium 
analysis is listed in the following table. 
 
 

                                                 
3  After Hoek & Bray 1981 
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Figure 9.  Stereonet plot of bedding plane poles showing the limit of feasibility of planar failure 
determined by kinematic analysis.   The blue arc represents the plane of the face of the coastal bluff 
at the subject parcel.  The central heavy black line is the cone of the angle of internal friction on the 
claystone seams in the Monterey beds.  Poles of beds lying inside this circle cannot fail.  The heavy 
green and red lines demark the envelope of poles that are capable of failure.  The red line is for beds 
cropping out on the lower slope of the bluff; the green line is for beds cropping out on the upper 
slope.  The light black contour lines represent the factor of safety of all attitudes with poles within the 
feasible failure envelope.  The contours represent the safety factors of the slope under building load 
during a seismic event.  The poles of bedding and fractures are as described on Figure 6. 
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PLANE FAILURE ANALYSIS INPUT 
 

Bedding 

Strike N 44° W 
Dip 34° SW 
Friction Angle 15° 
Cohesion 600 psf 

Bluff Face 

Upper Slope Strike N 88° E 
Upper Slope Inclination 36° S 
Lower Slope Strike N 88° E 
Lower Slope Inclination 70° S 

Weights 

Average Unit Weight of Rock 81 pcf 
Unit Weight of Water 62.4 pcf 
Building Load Intensity 50 psf 
Seismic Coefficient 0.15 

 
The limit equilibrium equation governing plane failure was modified to allow surcharge 
loads from a building placed on the top of the coastal bluff at the subject property.  A 
load intensity of 50 psf (20% larger than that recommended by the Uniform Building 
Code) was applied to a unit width strip having a footprint length of 50 ft, the maximum 
allowable on the subject parcel’s building envelope.  The plane failure analysis was 
performed with the condition of this building surcharge. 
 
In addition, a pseudo-static analysis of the slope of the coastal bluff at the subject parcel 
was performed to examine the stability of the burdened slope during a seismic event. The 
analysis consisted of the imposition of a force to the failure mass equal to 15% of the 
combined weight of the failure mass and building surcharge.  The black contours on the 
stereonet in Figure 9 indicate the factors of safety obtained from this analysis. 
 
All of the attitudes of strata cropping out of the coastal bluff that have poles plotted inside 
the kinematic envelope on Figure 9 have factors of safety of 1.14 or greater.  A factor of 
safety greater than 1.1 is considered to represent stability under seismic conditions.  Most 
of the strata attitudes measured in the area of study have factors of safety exceeding 1.2 
for the existing slope.  This indicates that the bluff laden with the largest building 
conceivable for the site is stable under conditions for planar failure even during a seismic 
event.  The factors of safety for static conditions are not presented in Figure 9 owing to 
the indicated stability under a severe seismic event. 
 
 
WEDGE FAILURE 
 
A wedge type failure is feasible where two discontinuities in the substrate intersect in 
such a way that they form a surface down which sliding can occur.  A wedge failure is 
diagrammed in Figure 10.  Actually, a plane failure is a degenerate form of wedge failure 
where both planes of discontinuity have the same strike, dip, and strength characteristics.  
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The writer has examined most of the coastal bluffs of Santa Barbara County.  Several of 
the slides noted in these bluffs were of the wedge type.  The ancient slide in the SE 
corner of the subject parcel, the Camino de la Luz slide, the recent Shoreline Park slide 
and other sites in the Santa Barbara County coastal area appear to be of the wedge type.  
An example of such a wedge failure in the Shoreline Park area is shown in Figure 11.  
The ancient slide (Figure 11) seems to be the kind of a wedge slide that is kinematically 
possible at the subject parcel.  Figure 12 shows the fracture that formed the west side of 
the wedge-type slide at the SE corner of the subject parcel. 
 
 

 
 
Figure 10.  Isometric diagram of a wedge-type failure on a bluff face.  H represents the height of the 
wedge. The water table is shown as being just above sea level.   In the case at 1837½ Camino de la 
Luz the wedge would be formed from the intersection of the bedding plane of a stratum in the 
Monterey formation with a fracture across the bedding of the Monterey strata.  In certain cases a 
lateral tension fracture parallel to the verge of the bluff occurs near the upper limit of the wedge.  
The tension fracture acts as a lateral release surface for a wedge failure. 
 
.   
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Figure 11.  Photograph of an ancient wedge-type slope failure just west of the steps at Shoreline 
Park.  The plane on the right is a dip face on Monterey strata.  The plane on the left is a fracture 
surface.  Most of the failed block has been removed by marine erosion. 
 

 
 
Figure 12.  Monterey strata exposed in the bluff at the subject parcel.  View is toward the NW.  The 
failure plane is delimited in red.  The white ledge in the landslide block detached from the layer seen 
at the left side of the scene.   An asperity in the form of a small fold can be seen in the strata exposed 
by the failure plane.  (Photo by the writer, 10 March 2005) 
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The Camino de la Luz slide is depicted in Figure 13.  It appears to have involved several 
smaller wedge slides.  Small ancient slides seem to be involved as well.  The ancient slide 
at the subject parcel is the rightmost one.  Steep bluffs (seen as blue lines in Figure 13) 
are probably caused by fractures on the west side of individual wedges.  The fracture just 
west of the subject parcel provides the potential for a wedge slide involving the subject 
parcel.  

 
The landslide scar at the left side of the view in Figure 12 attests to the occurrence of a 
wedge failure there in the past.  The field examination of the bluff suggests that a fracture 
exists to the west of the subject parcel, but that fracture does not appear to extend 
northward across the subject parcel inasmuch as such a fracture was not observed in the 
geologic exploration trench.  The fracture dips steeply enough to act as a potential 
western release plane for a plane failure as well as acting as part of a large wedge failure. 
 

 
Figure 13.  Isometric representation of the coast from Lighthouse Creek to about Oliver Street 
viewed toward the NW.  The subject parcel boundary is shown by the black outline in the lower right 
corner of the scene.  The lowest plane represents sea level.  North is parallel to the short axis of the 
lower plane.  The mesh size is 5 feet.    The landslide features shown includes those of the Camino de 
la Luz landslide of 14 February 1978 which lies west of the zone of interrupted bedding is indicated 
by the closed blue figure on the beach.  The red lines outline individual landslide scars.  The heavy 
blue lines represent steep bluffs that might be fracture planes.  
 



15 
 

The east side of a wedge slide would be formed by a bedding plane having low shear 
strength.  The bedding plane that crops out at the lowest elevation would be under the 
maximum stress caused by the weight of the overlying wedge block.  The orientation of 
the Monterey formation bedding plane most likely to meet these requirements is shown 
by the heavy blue line in Figure 4.  A potential wedge failure exists between the heavy 
blue line and the heavy red fracture line west of it.  This fracture does not appear to 
extend across the building envelope; it was not observed in the geologic inspection trench 
on the subject parcel.  Further, there is no surface expression of the fracture on the subject 
parcel.  Slight soil creep was observed at the SE corner of the building envelope, but no 
tension fracture release surface appears to transect the top of the wedge.  
 
Wedge blocks formed by bedding planes at higher elevations would have decreased 
weight and would have a decreased tendency for failure.  Such wedges would include 
masses on the lower parts of the subject parcel. 
 
Figure 13 shows the slide scar and a bluff just west of the subject parcel.  A zone of 
interrupted bedding can be seen on the beach at the location indicated by the closed blue 
line in Figure 13 and indicated on Figure 14.  It is quite possible that this zone is a 
seaward extension of the fracture indicated by the bluff just west of the subject parcel. 

 
 

 
Figure 14.  Photo looking SW from the subject parcel at low tide.   The zone of interrupted Monterey 
beds indicated on the map in Figure 4 and on Figure 13 is shown.  The zone and the beach to the west 
are strewn with cobbles and boulders washed from the debris of the landslide of February 1978.  
Photo by the writer on 9 January 2008 at 3:47 PM.  Tide stage is approximately -0.9 ft MLLW. 
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The kinematic analysis for a wedge failure is shown in Figure 15.  The average attitudes 
of the fractures measured in the field and of the bedding measured by several workers are 
indicated by the red crosses.  The pole for the plunge of the line of intersection between 
average Monterey strata bedding and a fracture having the average attitude is seen to lie 
within the failure envelope for the lower slope of the coastal bluff and so wedge failure 
could occur if static conditions permit it. 
 

N

 
 
Figure 15.  Stereonet plot of the poles of intersection of bedding and fractures for the kinematic 
analysis of wedge type failure at 1837½ Camino de la Luz.   The cyan arc represents a plane 
containing the average poles for both fractures and bedding which are indicated by the red crosses.  
That plane also contains the pole to the plunge of the line of intersection of the bedding and fracture.  
The line of intersection is shown as a cyan line and its pole is indicated by a cyan dot.   The azimuth 
of the line of intersection is 245° and its plunge is 32°. 
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The azimuth of the line of intersection of the failure wedge determined by kinematic 
analysis is 245°, the general direction of failure of the slide in the SE corner of the subject 
parcel (see Figure 4).  This suggests that the landslide there was a wedge failure.  
 
A series of safety factor determinations was made using a wedge failure analysis program 
by Dr. E. Bane Kroeger of the University of Alaska.  The measured friction angle and 
cohesion of the bedding used in the wedge failure analysis was the same as that used in 
the plane failure analysis.  The strength properties of the fracture plane were assumed to 
be minimal; a friction angle of 15° and no cohesion.  These values are probably low, but 
were used in the interest of providing conservative results. 
 
The program permitted the use of a building surcharge to be added to the weight of the 
failing wedge.  A building surcharge of 100000 lbs (2000 ft² footprint x 50 psf loading 
rate) was used to include all conceivable building plans for the site.  The input values for 
these determinations are presented in the following table. 
 

 
 

WEDGE FAILURE ANALYSIS INPUT 
 
 

Bedding 

Strike N 44° W 
Dip 34° SW 
Friction Angle 15° 
Cohesion 600 psf 

Fracture 

Strike N  67° E 
Dip 78° SE 
Friction Angle 15° 
Cohesion 0 psf 

Bluff Face 

Upper Slope Strike N 88° E 
Upper Slope Inclination 36° S 
Lower Slope Strike N 88° E 
Lower Slope Inclination 70° S 

Weights 
Average Unit Weight of Rock 81 pcf 
Unit Weight of Water 62.4 pcf 
Building Load 100000 lbs 

 
 
 
The analyses were repeated with increased water head acting on a potential failure plane 
assumed to represent the degree of saturation of the strata by winter rains.  The results of 
the analyses are given in Figure 16 and in the table following: 
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Figure 16.   Stability vs groundwater pressure (head). 
 
 
 

WATER HEAD, ft. FACTOR OF SAFETY
0 2.609 
1 2.258 
2 1.919 
3 1.625 
4 1.381 
5 1.181 
6 1.018 
7 0.883 

 
 

It is evident that the stability of the bluff is more sensitive to the amount of water 
permeating the strata than to the size of the building surcharge load imposed.  The 
possibility of wedge failure is related to the position of the piezometric surface (water 
table) which is, in turn, determined by the rainfall, evapotranspiration and the hydraulic 
conductivity of the substrate. 
 
Evapotranspiration varies on an annual basis as shown in Figure 17. It is minimal during 
the season of winter rains.  Rainfall infiltration is related to the rainstorm duration and 
intensity.  Rainwater infiltrates into the substrate at a rate dependent upon the hydraulic 
conductivity of the substrate, the amount of antecedent moisture in the substrate and the 
intensity of the rainfall.  The hydraulic conductivity is virtually fixed.  If rainfall is light, 
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the infiltration proceeds at the rate of precipitation.  The infiltration during a storm is at a 
maximum initially, followed by a transient decay to a steady rate.   The transient behavior 
decays away after a few hours of moderate to heavy rainfall and the rate of infiltration of 
rainwater is constant.  An excess of the rainfall rate over the infiltration rate is 
represented by the rate of overland flow. 
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Figure 17.  Evapotranspiration signature for average conditions in Santa Barbara. 
 
In effect, the amount of rainwater infiltrating is proportional to the duration of the 
rainstorm.  The probability of incidence of rainfalls of a given duration determines the 
probability of increase in the position of the piezometric surface.  The distribution of 
storm durations was extracted from a 122-year record of rainfall in Santa Barbara.   The 
durations are taken to represent the magnitude of infiltration; the transient behavior is 
neglected as being negligible in the case of moderate to severe storms and non-existent in 
the case of light rains. 
 
The probability of occurrence of duration magnitudes is shown in Figure 18.  The 
population of severe storms is seen to be different from modal rainfalls as indicated by 
the break in slope on Figures 18 and 19.  Daily rainfalls shown in Figure 20 follow the 
same pattern.  Both figures show that the events with recurrence intervals exceeding 
about 30 years come from a different population than do the more ordinary events.  It is 
apparent that storms of long duration have recurrence intervals in excess of 30 years. 
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It is assumed that the probability of wedge failure follows the pattern of the recurrence 
intervals of storm durations.  In such a case the risk of wedge failure at the subject parcel 
is minimal because the recurrence interval of severe rainstorms is on the order of 30 years 
or more. 
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Figure 18.  Recurrence intervals of Santa Barbara rainstorm durations.  The line segmentation is a 
result of the evaluation of the durations as integral days.  Note the change in slope at 30 years.  The 
100-year storm duration is 12½ days. 
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Figure19.  Recurrence intervals of Santa Barbara rain intensities.  The population of the severe 
storms starts beyond about 30 years.  Note that a 100-year storm produces 6 inches of precipitation. 
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The amount of rain water that infiltrates and adds to the groundwater and in so doing, 
raises the water table is small.  A rough rule of thumb states that about 25% of rainwater 
runoff (which is taken to be 19% of precipitation4) reaches the water table.  This is in 
agreement with the findings of Crippen (1965)5.  The 100-year storm event would be 
expected to deliver only about 4 inches of water to the water table.  So it is seen that 
although the probability of a rainfall of long duration is significant on a 100 year scale, 
the actual amount of water added by such a storm to that stored below the water table is 
rather small. An estimate based upon the annual average of precipitation at the subject 
parcel (about 18 inches) indicates that about 5 in is stored annually on average).  
 
Lighthouse Creek just east of the subject parcel appears to be a historically intermittent 
stream6.  It is likely that the stream derives some of its winter base flow from the area 
under the region of the subject parcel.  This base flow represents a discharge from the 
water stored below the water table and therefore should be subtracted from the estimate 
of the elevation of the water table by infiltrated rainwater.  The lack of seeps in the bluff 
face suggests that ground water table elevation is close to the elevation of the bluff toe.  
 
The Camino de la Luz landslide of 14 February 1978 was attributed to saturation of the 
substrate (Weaver 1978).  It was thought that excessive uncontrolled runoff with 
consequent infiltration into a pre-existing slide mass, added to heavy rain infiltration was 
the primary cause of the failure.  The incidence of rain preceding the landslide is shown 
in Figure 20.  The evidence of this landslide supports the conjecture that ground water 
pressure induced by the excessive infiltration leads to the possibility of the wedge failures 
which appear to have occurred in this slide.  It is important to note that the present 
analysis indicates that the storm rainfall alone probably was not the sole cause of the 
landslide. 
 
The conditions at the subject parcel are different from those at the site of the Camino de 
la Luz landslide of 14 February 1978.  A pre-existing slide mass failed at that site.  The 
substrate at the subject parcel is intact marl strata of the Monterey formation.  The slope 
stability analysis for wedge failure indicates that the subject parcel is stable.  This is 
supported by the fact that failure did not occur at the subject parcel during the 14 
February 1978 event. 
 
The analysis for wedge stability indicates that the position of the piezometric surface 
could affect stability.  The position is affected by rainfall infiltration.  Even though the 
subject parcel is stable under present conditions and extreme storm events are predicted 
to raise the piezometric surface only a few inches rather than the 3½ feet required to 
induce instability, controlling runoff and irrigation at the subject parcel should not be 
neglected. 
 

                                                 
4 This follows data reported by Miller & Rapp (1968) 
5 Figure 11 on page E23 for average precipitation of 18 in/yr. 
6 Geologist David Doerner, personal communication.  He lived on 8½ ac bordering Lighthouse Creek in the 
1930s. 
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CIRCULAR FAILURE 
 
The potential for circular failure is limited to the unconsolidated material overlying the 
Monterey strata or landslide debris that lacks the cohesion of intact rock.  An example of 
such a landslide on the coastal bluff in Santa Barbara County is shown in Figure 21.  This 
type of failure is not expected to occur at the subject parcel except in the unconsolidated 
materials overlying the Monterey strata.  The unconsolidated materials are only about 7 
feet thick so a failure of this sort would be limited to the “kick-out” such as that existing 
on the top of the bluff immediately west of the subject parcel (See Figure 4). 
 
TOPPLING OR BUCKLING FAILURE 
 
This kind of failure occurs in rocks having bedding or persistent fractures striking within 
10° of the trend of the coastal bluff and dipping nearly vertically (Wyllie & Mah 2004). 
An example is illustrated in Figure 22.  This type of landslide is not expected to occur at 
the subject parcel.  No steeply-dipping discontinuities trending within 10° of the trend of 
the coastal bluff have been observed at the parcel. 
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Figure 20.  Graph of rainfall preceding the Camino de la Luz landslide.  Note the incidence two long-
duration sequences of increasingly heavier rainfalls and an extreme single event in the days prior to 
the landslide.  
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Figure21.  Panoramic photo of a circular type landslide on the coastal bluff of Santa Barbara 
County.  The skyline follows the scarp of an ancient landslide.  At mid-height up the bluff is the bare 
scarp of a more recent circular slide of old landslide material.  The red Bougainvillea bush and trees 
suggest the scale of this image. 
 
 

 
 
Figure 22.  Toppling Failure viewed from the top of a release surface in the coastal bluff in Santa 
Barbara County.  The mudstone has failed along the steeply dipping planar joint in the center of the 
photo.  Two other joints parallel to the failure joint can be seen in the release surface beyond the 
failure plane. 
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MARINE EROSION & LANDSLIDE SETBACK 
 
The method advocated by Johnsson (2003) for calculating a coastal setback considers the 
rate of marine erosion and the stability of the present coastal bluff.  His method of 
determining the coastal setback consists of deciding upon a project life (75 years in the 
present case) and applying a rate of bluff retreat to that interval.  The stability of the bluff 
after 75 years of erosion is then estimated by the stability of the present bluff.  The 
setback to the 1.5 factor of safety line is then added to the erosion setback. 
The Johnsson (2003) procedure seems to be predicated upon the expectation that all 
coastal bluff failures occur by circular failure or plane failure.  In such cases a line 
demarking the stable factor of safety line (1.1 in the case of seismic conditions) could be 
identified and applied to the erosional setback line. 
 
This landslide setback line should be obtained by evaluating the stability of the bluff at 
the subject parcel with regard to potential wedge failure and not to block sliding or 
circular failure as implied by Johnsson’s method.  The direction of wedge failure at the 
subject parcel is strongly to the southwest (see Figure 15) and not directly seaward.  The 
influence of the wedge failure at the verge of the bluff would be limited to a notch-shaped 
line rather than a line parallel to the verge such as produced by a tabular failure. 
 
A wedge failure would produce a seaward protuberance in the shoreline.  Marine erosion 
of the wedge would restore the shape and position of the strand to its pre-slide position.  
However, the height of the wave-caused bluff at the toe would be reduced.  This would 
cause the stability of the failed mass to increase as can be appreciated by examining the 
diagram in Figure 23.  This is the condition that exists in the SE corner of the subject 
parcel.  It would take continued bluff retreat by marine erosion before the failed wedge 
would become unstable again.  That erosion would proceed at the rate determined to have 
prevailed in the past, 4 inches per year. 
 
It would seem that it would not be necessary to include a landslide setback to the estimate 
of the 75-yr erosional setback for the subject parcel.  Marine erosion will not reach the 
position of the terrestrial verge of the bluff for about 300 years at the present rate of 
marine erosion.  The factor of safety of the bluff will drop below 1.5 when marine 
erosion has proceeded 60 ft shoreward and formed a bluff 60 ft high.  This would be 
expected to occur in about 180 years. 
 
These epistemic estimates of landslide occurrence in the bluff at the subject parcel 
indicate that there is little need for concern in this regard.  The aleatory effects are such 
that a 26% (= 1 - (1 - 1/100) exp 30) chance exists that a 100-year rainfall could occur in 
the next 30 years.  Note that this does not mean that a 100-year storm will occur in the 
next 30 years - one has not occurred for the past 97 or so years.  Further, it does not mean 
that there is a 26% chance of failure of the bluff at the subject parcel.  The 100-year event 
is about 6 inches of rainfall per day.  The minimal infiltration from such an event reduces 
the aleatory effect to negligible. 
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SEA LEVEL RISE AND COASTAL EROSION 
 
Some concern exists regarding the effect of sea level rise in the future.  Estimates of sea 
level rise have been made using postulated future warming of the ocean and atmosphere. 
Values presented by the California State Lands Commission as predicted by the 
California Ocean Protection Council based upon work by Vermeer and Rahmstorf (2009) 
are used here with the reservation that only tenuous results can be expected from an 
analysis involving the combined uncertainties of the many causative variables. 
 
The rate of sea level rise is estimated from the expected rate of melting of land-bound 
glaciers and the ice sheets of Antarctica and Greenland.  A small contribution is included 
as thermal expansion of sea water in response to warming.  It appears that no account was 
made of thermal expansion of the coastal land mass under such warming.  Neither was 
tectonic elevation of this coastal region, renowned for its high rate of tectonic uplift.  The 
remnants of a coastal terrace at about one meter above the present wave-cut terrace 
existed along the Santa Barbara cliffed shoreline in the 1980s.  That one-meter terrace 
was evidence of relatively recent uplift of this region.  There is no reason to suppose that 
uplift will not continue. 
 
The rate of coastal retreat is assumed to increase by 20% because of sea level rise 
(Adams & Inman 2009).  This means that the effective rate of erosion will be about 5 in 
/yr rather than the present rate of 4 in/yr.  At the future rate the coastal bluff at the subject 
parcel would become unstable in about 140 years.  It is evident that sea level rise would 
have no deleterious effects upon the stability of the bluff within the next 75 years.  
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
An analysis of the stability of the coastal bluff at the subject parcel indicates that under 
conservative estimation of geological and physical conditions, the bluff face is stable.  
Neglecting the stabilizing effects of asperities in the bedding and fractures, neglecting the 
effects of lateral release surfaces, ignoring stereotaxis, and utilizing conservative values 
for the physical parameters of stability while imposing a maximum building surcharge 
and seismic load failed to produce a result indicating instability. 
 
Both plane failure and wedge failure are kinematically allowed for the subject parcel but 
the factors of safety indicate stability of the mass involved in such slides.  The mass 
involved in both kinds of failure lies below (S of) the proposed building envelope so 
slope failure should not be a threat to a structure built there.  
 
The probability of failure is affected by the degree of saturation of the substrate in the 
masses but the infiltration of rainwater from severe storms (4 in for a 100-yr storm) is not 
sufficient to create instability.   Even so, surface runoff and irrigation must be controlled 
at the subject parcel. 
 
Marine erosion at the subject parcel is not expected to induce landslides until the bluff 
reaches a height of 60 ft.  Bluff retreat under conditions of future sea level rise would 



26 
 

induce instability in about 140 years, a span of time many times the life of any project at 
the site.  The 75-year setback proposed by Fisher (2001) appears to be appropriate for the 
subject parcel. 
 

 
Figure 23.  Diagram illustrating the dependence of bluff stability upon the height of the bluff. 
 
 
I trust that this response is suitable for your purposes.  Please contact me if you have any 
questions or comments. 
 
 

 
 
William Anikouchine PhD 
Consultant in Earth & Marine Sciences 
Santa Barbara CA 
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Figure A-1.  Results of Shear Test of Sample B-3. 
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Figure A-2.  Results of Shear Test of Sample B-2. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix D 
 

2013 Ocean Bluff Erosion Retreat Study 
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Appendix E 
 

2013 Canyon Slope Stability Analysis and Erosion Study 
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Appendix F 
 

2008 Proposed Final EIR Comments and Responses 



 







































































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix G 
 

2013 Updated Biological Evaluation 
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Lawrence E. Hunt
Consulting Biologist
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L&P Consultants, Inc.
3 West Carrillo Street, Suite 205
Santa Barbara, California   93101 23 August 2013

Subject:  Updated Biological Evaluation of Proposed Residential Development on 
APN 045-100-065, 1837 ½ El Camino de la Luz, Santa Barbara, California.

Background. This letter report compares existing conditions on the subject property at 
1837 ½ El Camino de la Luz to conditions described in a previous Biological Evaluation 
of the property (Tierney and Hunt, 2006), and evaluates potential impacts to biological 
resources from the currently proposed development project.  The applicant proposes to 
construct a two-story, 1,505 sq. ft. single-family residence, a 429 sq. ft. garage, a 1,250
sq. ft. City-required open space area, and a 567 sq. ft. play area on the 23,885 sq. ft. (0.55 
acre) property (Figure 1).

Methods.  All accessible portions of the subject property were surveyed on foot on 17 
August 2013 between 1500 and 1700 hrs.  These areas included the flatter portion of the 
property along the blufftop, the east-facing above Lighthouse Creek, and two small flat 
areas graded below the blufftop into the east- and southeast-facing slopes.  The invert of 
Lighthouse Creek within the property limits is difficult to access.  Instead, an upstream 
reach of the creek between a footbridge that connects El Camino de la Luz to La Mesa 
Park and northern limits of the subject property was surveyed on foot.

Existing Conditions. The subject property consists of a relatively small flat area along 
the blufftop and east- and south-facing slopes that drain to Lighthouse Creek and the 
Pacific Ocean, respectively. The subject property is mostly undeveloped, but remnants of 
previous development are evident, including asphalt paving along the blufftop where the 
residence is proposed to be constructed and two flat areas below the blufftop that were 
graded into the southeast- and east-facing slopes decades ago and may have been used as 
patios (Figure 1). In general, site conditions on the subject property have not changed 
appreciably from those described and evaluated in Tierney and Hunt (2006).

Vegetation. Vegetation on the subject property is mapped in Figure 1.  A complete list of 
plant species observed in these various areas is provided at the end of this report.  The 
proposed building site along the blufftop was paved decades ago.  This pavement is 
deteriorating and now supports sparse ruderal vegetation.  Ruderal vegetation consists of 
a mixture of mostly non-native grasses, weeds, and forbs and a few native species that 
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share the ability to rapidly colonize disturbed soils.  Non-native ruderal species dominate 
the paved areas include rip-gut brome (Bromus diandrus), flax-leaved fleabane (Conyza 
bonariensis), and sweet fennel (Foeniculum vulgare).  The upper portions of the 
surrounding east- and south-facing slopes and large portions of the blufftop are 
dominated by a dense cover of highly invasive, ornamental species that were planted as
landscaping. This infestation is dominated by Algerian ivy (Hedera helix), oleander 
(Nerium oleander), Hottentot fig (Carpobrotus edulis), dragon tree (Dracaena draco), 
and ice plant (Mesembryanthemum crystallinum).  Imbedded in masses of Algerian ivy 
and ice plant in this area are sparse stands of native forbs and shrubs, including California 
blackberry (Rubus ursinus), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), lemonadeberry (Rhus 
integrifolia), poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), and wild rye (Leymus 
condensatus), representing either colonists or remnants of formerly more extensive native 
scrub. 

In contrast to the upper slopes and flat areas along the blufftop, the middle and lower 
portions of the east- and south-facing slopes supports native, woody scrub vegetation.
Dominant species in this native scrub include (in approximately order of dominance): 
coastal sunflower (Encelia californica), saltbush (probably Brewer’s saltbush (Atriplex 
lentiformis ssp. breweri), but could be California saltbush (A. californica), coastal 
sagebrush (Artemisia californica), toyon, poison oak, lemonadeberry, coast goldenbush 
(Hazardia squarrosa), California blackberry, giant wild rye, and coyote brush (Baccharis 
pilularis).  

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitats. See the description provided in Tierney and Hunt (2006).  
Habitat conditions have not changed appreciably from that characterization.

Special-Status Biological Resources.  

Vegetation. Native vegetation is restricted to the middle and lower portions of the steep 
east- and south-facing slopes above the beach and Lighthouse Creek.  This plant 
community is labeled as Coastal Bluff Scrub (CBS) in Figure 1. Vegetation here 
contains elements belonging to two plant communities:  Southern coastal bluff scrub and 
Venturan coastal sage scrub (Holland, 1986, aka Encelia californica Shrubland Alliance 
of Sawyer et al., 2008).  Southern coastal bluff scrub has been eradicated or severely 
fragmented by coastal development throughout its range and is a conservation priority in 
the State of California (CDFG, 2002).

Vegetation in the footprint of the proposed residence, garage, the City-required open 
space area, and the play area consists almost entirely of highly invasive, non-native 
species (Figure 1).  Removing these non-native species, implementing a habitat 
restoration plan for the undeveloped portions of the parcel, and creating a landscaping 
plan that emphasizes native, locally-occurring plants, will benefit native vegetation and 
wildlife on and around the subject property.
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Plants. The only special-status plant species determined by Tierney and Hunt (2006) to 
potentially occur on the subject property were Plummer’s baccharis (Baccharis 
plummerae) and Santa Barbara honeysuckle (Lonicera subspicata ssp. subspicata).
These perennial shrubs were not observed on-site during field surveys for the Tierney and 
Hunt report conducted in 2002, 2006, or during surveys for the present document. Cliff-
aster (Malacothrix saxatilis var. saxatilis) should be added to this list because it is an 
element of coastal bluff scrub in the project region.  For example, the type locality of this 
species when it was discovered in 1836, was coastal bluffs in the Santa Barbara area 
(Smith, 1998).  This perennial rhizomatous herb was surveyed for during the site visit for 
this report, but was not found in coastal bluff scrub vegetation on-site.

Wildlife.  A number of special-status wildlife species were evaluated by Tierney and Hunt 
(2006).  Most of these species do not occur on the subject property or in surrounding 
areas because of the lack of suitable habitat.  Their report evaluated the potential 
occurrence of two special-status species:  monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) and 
California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii).

Monarch butterflies are commonly observed in the Santa Barbara region at certain times 
of the year and several autumnal (fall) roosts are known within a one-mile radius of the 
subject property (Meade, 1999): Douglas Family Preserve (Meade Site 83) approximately 
one air mile west of the subject property, La Mesa Park (Meade Site 84) approximately 
600 feet north of the property, and Honda Valley (Meade Site 85) approximately one air 
mile ENE of the property. The La Mesa Park site is considered to be a minor autumnal 
site by both Calvert (1991) and Meade (1999).  The Honda Valley site supports the 
largest aggregation of monarchs within the City limits (Calvert, 1991; Meade, 1999).
Tierney and Hunt (2006) concluded that although monarch butterflies may occasionally 
forage on the subject property, the proposed project would not disturb monarch roosts in 
the area.  The conclusion of the present evaluation remains the same.

Protocol surveys for California red-legged frogs were conducted by Lawrence E. Hunt in 
2006 in and around Lighthouse Creek for the Tierney and Hunt (2006) report.  No CRLF 
were found in Lighthouse Creek at that time and habitat conditions were determined to be 
marginal for this species along the surveyed reach of this drainage (Cliff Drive to the 
beach).  Current habitat conditions in and around the creek, as confirmed by the survey 
for the present document, remain marginal for this species.

The two-striped garter snake (Thamnophis hammondii), is a California Species of Special 
Concern that has been found in the Mission Creek watershed and in several coastal 
watersheds along the Gaviota Coast (Hunt, pers. observ.).  Although not observed in 
Lighthouse Creek during any of the surveys, including the survey for the present 
document, suitable habitat and prey species are present in this drainage. Consequently, 
there is a moderate potential for garter snakes to occur in the project area reach of 
Lighthouse Creek and adjacent scrub habitat.
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Suitable nesting habitat for California Species of Special Concern birds, such as yellow 
warbler (Dendrocia petechia) and yellow-breasted chat (Vireo gilvus), is present in 
willow woodland associated with Lighthouse Creek.  Additionally, trees, including 
Monterey cypress (Cupressus macrocarpa), Italian stone pine (Pinus pinea), coast live 
oak (Quercus agrifolia), and other ornamental species that occur along the riparian 
corridor between the subject property and the footbridge over the creek, provide nesting 
habitat for raptors (hawks, kestrels, vultures, owls).  It is likely that yellow warblers, 
yellow-breasted chats, and various raptorial birds seasonally forage and possibly 
nest/roost in appropriate habitat along Lighthouse Creek and in La Mesa Park and these 
species could be disturbed by the proposed construction if it occurs during the nesting 
season. 

Project-Related Impacts to Biological Resources and Mitigation Recommendations.
Tierney and Hunt (2006) determined that the proposed residential development project 
would not result in any significant impacts to special-status biological resources, such as 
monarch butterflies or California red-legged frogs, but did identify several potential 
project-related impacts that could occur to water quality in Lighthouse Creek and 
vegetation on slopes as a result of soil erosion and sedimentation. Although the current
project differs from the previous one in that it includes a 1,250 sq. ft., City-required open 
space area and a 567 sq. ft. play area on the existing flat areas that were graded into the 
east- and southeast-facing slopes decades ago, potential impacts to biological resources 
remain mostly the same as those described in Tierney and Hunt (2006).

The project as currently proposed could cause potentially significant impacts to water 
quality in Lighthouse Creek and to other biological resources on the subject property.
These potential impacts are evaluated in Table 1 and mitigation measures designed to 
avoid or minimize impacts are discussed.

Table 1.  Impact Evaluation and Mitigation Recommendations.

Project-Related 
Impact 

Impact 
Severity 

Recommended 
Mitigation 

Impacts to water quality, 
wildlife, and wildlife habitats 
on slopes and in Lighthouse 
Creek due to slope erosion 
and sedimentation caused by 
construction 

Potentially 
significant but 
can be mitigated 
to less than 
significant levels 
(Class II) 

Implement all applicable BMPs to prevent, control, and 
contain soil erosion, as detailed in SWPPP to be 
developed for the project. 
 
Time grading and soil disturbance to occur during the dry 
season (May-Nov) and hydromulch all disturbed soils at 
onset of rainy season.  
 
A qualified biologist shall periodically check maintenance 
of erosion control measures and hydromulch during 
construction and suggest remedies where necessary. 
 
The biologist shall be present at the onset of initial site 
grading to salvage and relocate any animals displaced by 
initial site grading and vegetation grubbing. 
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Nesting birds, including 
raptors, could be disturbed 
by construction during 
nesting season 

Potentially 
significant but 
can be mitigated 
to less than 
significant levels 
(Class II) 

Time grading to occur when birds are not nesting (July-
Feb). 
 
A qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction 
survey for nesting birds if initial grading is to occur 
between Feb and July.  The results of the survey shall be 
submitted to the City.  Construction shall be delayed until 
birds have fledged the nest or until the biologist 
determines that construction will not disturb nesting 
behavior.  

Grading and removal of 
existing non-native 
vegetation in the building 
footprint could disturb native 
coastal bluff scrub vegetation, 
a special-status plant 
community 

Potentially 
significant but 
can be mitigated 
to less than 
significant levels 
(Class II) 

A qualified biologist shall supervise installation of orange 
construction fence and silt fence around the surveyed 
construction disturbance limits prior to initial site grading 
and vegetation removal.  This fencing shall be maintained 
for the duration of construction.  There is no need for a 
vegetative buffer from native vegetation because the 
construction fence will prevent native vegetation beyond 
this fencing from being disturbed, and the transition from 
non- to native vegetation on the slopes is abrupt. 
 
Vegetation to be removed from graded areas on slopes 
above Lighthouse Creek shall be removed by hand and 
dragged upslope to the building pad using ropes in order 
to minimize soil and vegetation disturbance on slopes. 

Soil disturbance associated 
with grading could allow 
invasive, non-native 
vegetation to proliferate. 

Potentially 
significant but 
can be mitigated 
to less than 
significant levels 
(Class II) 

A qualified biologist shall prepare a habitat restoration 
plan that describes methods for removing and controlling 
non-native vegetation on the property and species and 
methods for restoring native habitat on-site using locally-
occurring coastal bluff scrub species.  
 
The landscape plan for the project shall emphasize native, 
locally-occurring species of high wildlife value.  The 
biologist shall review the planting palette and all 
landscaping plans to ensure that invasive species are not 
used. 

Construction will remove 
invasive, non-native 
vegetation  

Beneficial impact 
(Class IV) 

A qualified biologist shall supervise removal of invasive, 
non-native vegetation.  Mechanical and chemical methods 
shall be used to remove and control this vegetation and 
all plants shall be disposed of in a manner that does not 
permit their spread elsewhere on the property. 
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Appendix 1.  Plants Observed on the Subject Property on 17 August 2013
(non-native species are bolded)

Paved, Graded, and/or Formerly Landscaped Portions of the Parcel:

Algerian ivy (Hedera helix)
Aloe (Aloe sp.)
Bougainvillea (Bougainvillea sp.) 
Bur clover (Trifolium sp.)
Indian fig (Opuntia ficus-indica)
Dragon tree (Dracaena draco)
Sweet fennel (Foeniculum vulgare)
Rip-gut brome (Bromus diandrus)
Ice plant (Mesembryanthemum 
crystallinum)
Hottentot fig (Carpobrotus edulis)
Fountain grass (Pennisetum setaceum)
Oleander (Nerium oleander)

Wild oat (Avena fatua)
Flax-leaved fleabane (Conyza bonariensis)
Unid. non-native forb
Bull mallow (Malva nicaeensis)
Dock (Rumex sp.)
Italian thistle (Carduus pycnocephalus)
Douglas’ nightshade (Solanum douglassii)
California blackberry (Rubus ursinus)
Giant wild rye (Leymus condensatus)
Toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia)
Lemonadeberry (Rhus integrifolia)
Poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum)
Coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis)

Riparian Corridor and Adjacent Slope:

Arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis)
Coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia)

Unid. acacia (Acacia sp.)
Victorian box (Pittosporum undulatum)

California blackberry (Rubus ursinus)
Giant wild rye (Leymus condensatus)
Toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia)
Lemonadeberry (Rhus integrifolia)
Poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum)
Coast sunflower (Encelia californica)

Coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis)
Coast goldenbush (Hazardia squarrosa)
Coastal sagebrush (Artemisia californica)
Douglas’ nightshade (Solanum douglassii)
Needlegrass (Nassella sp.)



Hunt & Associates
Biological Consulting Services

5290 Overpass Road, Suite 108
Santa Barbara, California   93111

(805) 967-8512 (phone)      (805) 967-4633 (fax)
e-mail:  anniella@verizon.net
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Lighthouse Creek, looking south from footbridge.  Subject property reach is in background.  
Riparian corridor here is dominated by arroyo willow.  Note invasive, non-native vegetation on slope 
to right of corridor.
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1837½ EL CAMINO DE LA LUZ RESIDENCE PROJECT  

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

 

PROJECT LOCATION 

1837½ El Camino de la Luz 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project would result in the construction of a new two-story single-family residence 
that would provide 1,499 square feet of livable floor area.  The project site is a vacant 23,885 
square foot bluff-top lot located north of and adjacent to the Pacific Ocean, south of La Mesa 
Park, and west of Lighthouse Creek.  Access to the project site would be provided along private 
easements extending south from the terminus of El Camino de la Luz, which is a public street.   

PURPOSE 

The purpose of the 1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence Project Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) is to ensure compliance with all mitigation measures identified in 
the Initial Study and Project EIR to mitigate or avoid potentially significant adverse 
environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project.  The implementation of this MMRP 
shall be accomplished by City staff and the project developer's consultants and representatives.  
The program shall apply to the following phases of the project: 

• Plan and specification preparation 
• Pre-construction conference 
• Construction of the site improvements  
• Post Construction 

I. RESPONSIBILITIES AND DUTIES 

A qualified representative of the developer, approved by the City Planning Division and 
paid for by the developer, shall be designated as the Project Environmental Coordinator 
(PEC).  The PEC shall be responsible for assuring full compliance with the provisions of 
this mitigation monitoring and reporting program to the City.  The PEC shall have 
authority over all other monitors/specialists, the contractor, and all construction personnel 
for those actions that relate to the items listed in this program. 

It is the responsibility of the contractor to comply with all mitigation measures listed in 
the attached MMRP matrix.  Any problems or concerns between monitors and 
construction personnel shall be addressed by the PEC and the contractor.  The contractor 
shall prepare a construction schedule subject to the review and approval of the PEC.  The 
contractor shall inform the PEC of any major revisions to the construction schedule at 
least 48 hours in advance.  The PEC and contractor shall meet on a weekly basis in order 
to assess compliance and review future construction activities. 

A. PRE-CONSTRUCTION BRIEFING 

The PEC shall prepare a pre-construction project briefing report.  The report shall 
include a list of all mitigation measures and a plot plan delineating all sensitive 
areas to be avoided.  This report shall be provided to all construction personnel. 
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The pre-construction briefing shall be conducted by the PEC.  The briefing shall 
be attended by the PEC, construction manager, necessary consultants, Planning 
Division Case Planner, Public Works representative and all contractors and 
subcontractors associated with the project.  Multiple pre-construction briefings 
shall be conducted as the work progresses and a change in contractor occurs. 

The MMRP shall be presented to those in attendance.  The briefing presentation 
shall include project background, the purpose of the MMRP, duties and 
responsibilities of each participant, communication procedures, monitoring 
criteria, compliance criteria, filling out of reports, and duties and responsibilities 
of the PEC and project consultants. 

It shall be emphasized at this briefing that the PEC and project consultants have 
the authority to stop construction and redirect construction equipment in order to 
comply with all mitigation measures. 

Once construction commences, field meetings between the PEC and project 
consultants, and contractors shall be held on an as-needed basis in order to create 
feasible mitigation measures for unanticipated impacts, assess potential effects, 
and resolve conflicts. 

II. IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES 

There are three types of activities which require monitoring.  The first type pertains to the 
review of the Conditions of Approval and Construction Plans and Specifications.  The 
second type relates to construction activities and the third to ongoing monitoring 
activities during operation of the project. 

A. MONITORING PROCEDURES 

The PEC and required consultant(s) shall monitor all field activities.  The 
authority and responsibilities of the PEC and consultant(s) are described in the 
previous section. 

B. REPORTING PROCEDURES 

The following three (3) types of reports shall be prepared: 

1. Schedule 

The PEC and contractor shall prepare a monthly construction schedule to 
be submitted to the City prior to or at the pre-construction briefing. 

2. General Progress Reports 

The PEC shall be responsible for preparing written progress reports 
submitted to the City.  These reports would be expected on a weekly basis 
during grading, excavation and construction, activities.  The reports would 
document field activities and compliance with project mitigation 
measures, such as dust control and sound reduction construction. 
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3. Final Report 

A final report shall be submitted to the Planning Division when all 
monitoring (other than long term operational) has been completed and 
shall include the following: 

a. A brief summary of all monitoring activities. 

b. The date(s) the monitoring occurred. 

c. An identification of any violations and the manner in which they 
were dealt with. 

d. Any technical reports required, such as noise measurements. 

e. A list of all project mitigation monitors. 

C. MMRP MATRIX 

The following MMRP Matrix describes each initial study mitigation measure, 
monitoring activities and the responsibilities of the various parties, along with the 
timing and frequency of monitoring and reporting activities.  For complete 
language of each condition, the matrix should be used in conjunction with the 
mitigation measures described in full in the Initial Study. 

The MMRP Matrix is intended to be used by all parties involved in monitoring 
the project mitigation measures, as well as project contractors and others working 
in the field.  The Matrix should be used as a compliance checklist to aid in 
compliance verification and monitoring requirements.  A copy of the MMRP 
matrix shall be kept in the project file as verification that compliance with all 
mitigation measures has occurred. 
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MITIGATION MEASURE PARTY RESPONSIBLE 
FOR IMPLEMENTATION 

VERIFICATION 

DATE ACCOMPLISHED COMMENTS 

AES-1. Color Approval.  Colors to be used on the exterior of the 
proposed residence shall be approved by the Single Family Design 
Board.  Exterior colors shall be neutral or earth-tone tones.  Subsequent 
color changes to the residence shall also be approved by the Single 
Family Design Board. 

Applicant    

AES-2. Landscape Plan Compliance.  The Owner shall comply with 
the Landscape Plan approved by the Single Family Design Board 
(SFDB).  Such plan shall not be modified unless prior written approval is 
obtained from the SFDB.  The landscaping on the Real Property shall be 
provided and maintained in accordance with said landscape plan, 
including any tree protection measures.  If said landscaping is removed 
for any reason without approval by the SFDB, the owner is responsible 
for its immediate replacement.  Proposed landscaping trees and shrubs 
shall consist of drought-tolerant species that when mature will not attain 
a height that exceeds the height of the proposed residence roof line.  
The project site property owner shall be responsible for maintaining 
landscaping in compliance with this requirement over the life of the 
project. 

Applicant    

AQ-1 Construction Dust Control - Watering. During construction, 
use water trucks or sprinkler systems to keep all areas of vehicle 
movement damp enough to prevent dust from leaving the site. At a 
minimum, this should include wetting down such areas in the late 
morning and after work is completed for the day. Increased watering 
frequency should be required whenever the wind speed exceeds 15 
mph. Reclaimed water should be used whenever possible. However, 
reclaimed water should not be used in or around crops for human 
consumption. 

Applicant/ Contractor    

AQ-2 Soil Movement.  If importation, exportation and stockpiling of 
fill material is involved, soil stockpiled for more than two days shall be 
covered, kept moist, or treated with soil binders to prevent dust 
generation. Trucks transporting fill material to and from the site shall be 
tarped from the point of origin. 

Applicant/ Contractor    

AQ-3 Construction Dust Control – Gravel Pads. Gravel pads 
shall be installed at all access points to prevent tracking of mud onto 
public roads. 

Applicant/ Contractor    

AQ-4 Construction Dust Control – Disturbed Area Treatment. 
After clearing, grading, earth moving or excavation is completed, treat Applicant/ Contractor    
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the disturbed area by watering, or revegetating, or by spreading soil 
binders until the area is paved or otherwise developed so that dust 
generation will not occur.  

AQ-5 Air Quality and Dust Control.  The following measures shall 
be shown on grading and building plans and shall be adhered to 
throughout grading, hauling, and construction activities:  

1. The engine size of construction equipment shall be the minimum 
practical size. 

2. The number of construction equipment operating simultaneously 
shall be minimized through efficient management practices to 
ensure that the smallest practical number is operating at any one 
time. 

3. Construction equipment shall be maintained in tune per the 
manufacturer specifications. 

4. Catalytic converters shall be installed on gasoline-powered 
equipment, if feasible. 

5. If feasible, diesel construction equipment shall be equipped with 
selective catalytic reduction systems, diesel oxidation catalysts and 
diesel particulate filters as certified and/or verified by EPA or 
California. 

6. Diesel powered equipment shall be replaced by electric equipment 
whenever feasible. 

7. Construction worker trips shall be minimized by requiring carpooling 
and by providing for lunch onsite. 

8. Diesel construction equipment meeting the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) Tier 1 emission standards for off-road heavy-duty 
diesel engines shall be used. Equipment meeting CARB Tier 2 or 
higher emission standards should be used to the maximum extent 
feasible.  

9. The contractor or builder shall designate a person or persons to 
monitor the dust control program and to order increased watering, 
as necessary, to prevent transport of dust offsite. Their duties shall 
include holiday and weekend periods when work may not be in 
progress. The name and telephone number of such persons shall 

Applicant/ Contractor    



 1837½ EL CAMINO DE LA LUZ RESIDENCE PROJECT MST2002-00214 PAGE  3 of 10 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM MATRIX 

 

MITIGATION MEASURE PARTY RESPONSIBLE 
FOR IMPLEMENTATION 

VERIFICATION 

DATE ACCOMPLISHED COMMENTS 

be provided to the Air Pollution Control District.  

10. All portable diesel-powered construction equipment shall be 
registered with the state’s portable equipment registration program 
OR shall obtain an APCD permit.  

11. Fleet owners of mobile construction equipment are subject to the 
California Air Resource Board (CARB) Regulation for In-use Off-
road Diesel Vehicles (Title 13 California Code of Regulations, 
Chapter 9, § 2449), the purpose of which is to reduce diesel 
particulate matter (PM) and criteria pollutant emissions from in-use 
(existing) off-road diesel-fueled vehicles. For more information, 
please refer to the CARB website at 
www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/ordiesel/ordiesel.htm.  

12. All commercial diesel vehicles are subject to Title 13, § 2485 of the 
California Code of Regulations, limiting engine idling time. Idling of 
heavy-duty diesel construction equipment and trucks during loading 
and unloading shall be limited to five minutes; electric auxiliary 
power units should be used whenever possible.  

AQ-6. Mitigation Monitoring Compliance Reports.  The Project 
Environmental Coordinator shall submit weekly reports to the 
Community Development Department, Planning Division, during 
demolition, excavation, grading and footing installation and biweekly 
reports on all other construction activity regarding MMRP compliance. 

Applicant/ Contractor    

BIO-1 Habitat Restoration.  Areas between the proposed 
building site and Lighthouse creek disturbed by project grading and 
construction of the drainage system shall be replanted with native plants 
appropriate to coastal riparian and upland areas.  Iceplant, oleander, 
yucca, castor bean, English ivy, German ivy, and other invasive, non-
native species shall be removed from this area using hand and chemical 
methods.  Vegetation removal shall be by hand and dragged upslope to 
the building pad.  All vegetation removal and initial site grading shall be 
under the supervision of a qualified habitat restoration biologist.  
Removed material shall be disposed of in a manner that will not result in 
further spread of these species.  Native material used for replanting may 
include: encelia, California blackberry, California sage, California 
fuchsia, saltbush, coast goldenbush, elderberry, and lemonadeberry. 
Plans shall include the use of erosion control blankets and seeding of 

Applicant    
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bare slopes to prevent short-term erosion. The replanting plan shall be 
developed by a qualified botanist or landscape architect and shall 
include provisions for installation and maintenance until plantings are 
established.  This plan shall be provided to the Community Development 
Department Staff, Creeks Division, and the Single Family Design Board 
for review and approval prior to issuance of building permits.  The plan 
shall be implemented prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy 
and plantings maintained for the life of the project. 

BIO-2 Appropriate Plants/Hardscape on Bluff.  Special attention 
shall be paid to the appropriateness of the existing and proposed plant 
material, and to the sloped areas.   

All existing succulent plants that add weight to the bluff and/or contribute 
to erosion shall be removed in a manner that does not disturb the root 
system and replaced with appropriate plant material in a manner that 
does not increase the rate of erosion.  Plant material to be removed 
shall be replaced with native, drought tolerant, low water using 
vegetation that requires only a temporary irrigation system to establish 
the plantings.  Replacement vegetation shall be consistent with the 
recommendations of the biologist’s reports, dated January-February 
2006 and August 23, 2013.  The landscape plan shall be provided to the 
Community Development Department Staff, Creeks Division, and the 
Single Family Design Board for review and approval prior to issuance of 
building permits.  The plan shall be implemented prior to issuance of the 
Certificate of Occupancy and plantings maintained for the life of the 
project. 

Applicant    

BIO-3 Irrigation System.  The irrigation system shall be designed 
and maintained with the most current technology to prevent a system 
failure.  Watering of vegetation on the bluff edge / the Lighthouse Creek 
canyon slope shall be kept to the minimum necessary for plant survival.  
The drip system along the bluff edge / canyon slope shall be removed 
after one full season of plant growth. 

Applicant    

BIO-4 Erosion Control/Water Quality Plan. An Erosion 
Control/Water Quality Plan shall be developed for construction activities 
to maintain all sediment on-site and out of the drainage system.  The 
plan shall include Best Management Practices approved by the City, 
and shall include, at a minimum, the following: 

Applicant    
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1. Minimize the area of bare soil exposed at one time (phased 
grading). 

2. Install silt fence, sand bag, hay bale or silt devices where 
necessary around the project site to prevent offsite transport of 
sediment. 

3. Bare soils shall be protected from erosion by applying heavy 
seeding, within five days of clearing or inactivity in construction.  

4. Construction entrances should be stabilized immediately after 
grading and frequently maintained to prevent erosion and control 
dust. 

5. During construction of the homes, the contractor and/or property 
owner shall protect the storm drain inlets from sediment-laden 
runoff.   

6. Erosion control materials (i.e. sandbags, strawbales, and silt 
fencing) shall be used to trap and filter sediment before entering 
the storm drain. 

7. Establish fuel and vehicle maintenance staging areas located 
away from all drainage courses, and design these areas to 
control runoff.   

8. Maintain and wash equipment and machinery in confined areas 
specifically designed to control runoff.  Thinners or solvents 
should not be discharged into sanitary or storm sewer systems.  
Washout from concrete trucks should be disposed of at a location 
not subject to runoff and more than 50 feet away from a storm 
drain, open ditch or surface water. 

9. Implement applicable BMPs to prevent, control, and contain soil 
erosion, as detailed in SWPPP to be developed for the project. 

 
10. Time grading and soil disturbance to occur during the dry season 

(May-Nov) and hydromulch all disturbed soils at onset of rainy 
season. 

 
11. A qualified biologist shall periodically check maintenance of 

erosion control measures and hydromulch during construction 
and suggest remedies where necessary. 
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12. The use of herbicides for the removal of non-native plants in the 
proposed habitat restoration area shall be minimized to the extent 
practical.  If herbicides must be used to ensure the removal of 
non-native plants, herbicide use shall be limited to the application 
of Glyphosate Aquamaster.TM  Herbicide use on the project site 
shall occur only in the proposed habitat restoration area. 

BIO-5 Streambed Alteration Agreement.  The applicant shall 
obtain a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, prior to submittal of a building permit, for grading and 
installation of drainage devices within the banks of Lighthouse Creek. 

Applicant    

BIO-6 Nesting Birds.  Birds and their eggs nesting on or near the 
project site are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and 
pursuing, hunting, taking, capturing, killing, or attempt to do any of the 
above is a violation of federal and state regulations.  No trimming or 
removing brush or trees shall occur if nesting birds are found in the 
vegetation.  All care should be taken not to disturb the nest(s).  Removal 
or trimming may only occur after the young have fledged from the 
nests(s).   

Applicant    

BIO-7 Wildlife Protection.  A qualified biologist shall be present at 
the onset of initial site grading to salvage and relocate any animals 
displaced by grading and vegetation grubbing. 

Applicant    

BIO-8 Sensitive Habitat Protection.  A qualified biologist shall 
supervise installation of orange construction fence and silt fence around 
the surveyed construction disturbance limits prior to initial site grading 
and vegetation removal. This fencing shall be maintained for the 
duration of construction. 

Applicant    

CR-1 Unanticipated Archaeological Resources Contractor 
Notification.  Standard discovery measures shall be implemented per 
the City Master Environmental Assessment throughout grading and 
construction:  Prior to the start of any vegetation or paving removal, 
demolition, trenching or grading, contractors and construction personnel 
shall be alerted to the possibility of uncovering unanticipated subsurface 
archaeological features or artifacts.  If such archaeological resources 
are encountered or suspected, work shall be halted immediately, the 
City Environmental Analyst shall be notified and the Owner shall retain 
an archaeologist from the most current City Qualified Archaeologists 
List.  The latter shall be employed to assess the nature, extent and 
significance of any discoveries and to develop appropriate management 

Applicant/Contractor    
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recommendations for archaeological resource treatment, which may 
include, but are not limited to, redirection of grading and/or excavation 
activities, consultation and/or monitoring with a Barbareño Chumash 
representative from the most current City qualified Barbareño Chumash 
Site Monitors List, etc. 

If the discovery consists of possible human remains, the Santa Barbara 
County Coroner shall be contacted immediately.  If the Coroner 
determines that the remains are Native American, the Coroner shall 
contact the California Native American Heritage Commission.  A 
Barbareño Chumash representative from the most current City Qualified 
Barbareño Chumash Site Monitors List shall be retained to monitor all 
further subsurface disturbance in the area of the find.  Work in the area 
may only proceed after the Environmental Analyst grants authorization. 

If the discovery consists of possible prehistoric or Native American 
artifacts or materials, a Barbareño Chumash representative from the 
most current City Qualified Barbareño Chumash Site Monitors List shall 
be retained to monitor all further subsurface disturbance in the area of 
the find.  Work in the area may only proceed after the Environmental 
Analyst grants authorization. 

A final report on the results of the archaeological monitoring shall be 
submitted by the City-approved archaeologist to the Environmental 
Analyst within 180 days of completion of the monitoring and prior to any 
certificate of occupancy for the project. 

GEO-1. Storm Water Pollution Control, Drainage Systems 
Maintenance and Project Site Landscaping.  Owner shall maintain 
the drainage system and storm water pollution control devices in a 
functioning state and in accordance with the Storm Water BMP 
Guidance Manual and Operations and Maintenance Procedure Plan 
approved by the Creeks Division.  Should any of the project’s surface or 
subsurface drainage structures or storm water pollution control methods 
fail to capture, infiltrate, and/or treat water, or result in increased 
erosion, the Owner shall be responsible for any necessary repairs to the 
system and restoration of the eroded area.  Should repairs or restoration 
become necessary, prior to the commencement of such repair or 
restoration work, the Owner shall submit a repair and restoration plan to 
the Community Development Director to determine if an amendment or 
a new Building Permit and Coastal Development Permit is required to 

Applicant/ Contractor    
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authorize such work.  The Owner is responsible for the adequacy of any 
project-related drainage facilities and for the continued maintenance 
thereof in a manner that will preclude any hazard to life, health, or 
damage to the Real Property or any adjoining property. 

 
All project site landscaping shall be designed to use native species that 
do not require irrigation except for their propagation.  Limited areas of 
non-native plants may be used if long-term irrigation is not required. 

GEO-2 Foundation Design Approval.  The location and design of the 
proposed structure foundation, which implements a caisson supported 
foundation system, shall be approved by a licensed Engineering 
Geologist or Geotechnical Engineer. 

Applicant/ Contractor    

H-1 Automatic Fire Sprinklers.  New structures shall be equipped 
with an automatic fire sprinkler system in accordance with NFPA 13D.  
The automatic fire sprinkler system shall be submitted to the City Fire 
Department for review and approval under separate permit. 

Applicant/ Contractor    

H-2 Monitored Fire Alarm System.  A monitored fire alarm system 
shall be designed and installed throughout the new structure as 
approved by the Fire Department.  The fire alarm system shall be 
submitted under separate permit. 

Applicant/ Contractor    

H-3 Compliance with High Fire Construction Requirements.  
The new residence shall be build in accordance with the City’s High Fire 
Construction requirements. 

Applicant/ Contractor    

H-4 Fire Protection System Maintenance.  The property owner 
shall enter into a written agreement, binding on the owner and all 
successors, that requires continual maintenance of the automatic fire 
sprinkler system and monitoring of the fire alarm system. 

Applicant/ Contractor    

N-1 Neighborhood Notification Prior to Construction.  At least 
twenty (20) days prior to commencement of construction, the 
contractor shall provide written notice to all property owners, 
businesses, and residents within 300 feet of the project area.  The 
notice shall contain a description of the project, the construction 
schedule, including days and hours of construction, the name and 
phone number of the Project Environmental Coordinator (PEC) and 
Contractor(s), site rules and Conditions of Approval pertaining to 

Applicant/ Contractor    
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construction activities, and any additional information that will assist 
Building Inspectors, Police Officers and the public in addressing 
problems that may arise during construction. 

N-2 Construction Hours.   Construction (including preparation for 
construction work) shall only be permitted Monday through Friday 
between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. and Saturdays between 
the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., excluding the following holidays:  
New Year’s Day January 1st* 

Martin Luther King, Jr. Day 3rd Monday in January 
Presidents’ Day 3rd Monday in February 
Memorial Day Last Monday in May 
Independence Day July 4th* 
Labor Day 1st Monday in September 
Thanksgiving Day 4th Thursday in November 
Following Thanksgiving Day Friday 
following Thanksgiving Day 
Christmas Day December 25th* 

*When a holiday falls on a Saturday or Sunday, the preceding Friday or 
following Monday, respectively, shall be observed as a legal holiday. 

When, based on required construction type or other appropriate 
reasons, it is necessary to do work outside the allowed construction 
hours, contractor shall contact the City to request a waiver from the 
above construction hours, using the procedure outlined in Santa 
Barbara Municipal Code §9.16.015 Construction Work at Night.  
Contractor shall notify all residents within 300 feet of the parcel of intent 
to carry out said construction a minimum of 48 hours prior to said 
construction.  Said notification shall include what the work includes, the 
reason for the work, the duration of the proposed work and a contact 
number. 

Applicant/ Contractor    

N-3 Construction Equipment Sound Control. All construction 
equipment, including trucks, shall be professionally maintained and fitted 
with standard manufacturers’ muffler and silencing devices. 

Applicant/ Contractor    

PS-1 Construction Materials Recycling.  Construction-related solid 
waste shall be minimized through source reduction, re-use and 
recycling.  Collection bins for these materials shall be provided on the 

Applicant/ 
Contractor 
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site. 
T-1 Evidence of Adequate Access.  Provide evidence, satisfactory 
to the City Engineer and City Attorney, that the owner of the subject 
parcel substantially possesses the required amount of legal access that 
formed the basis of the original lot split. 

Applicant    

T-2 Construction Traffic. The haul routes for all construction-related 
trucks, three tons or more, entering or exiting the site, shall be approved 
by the Transportation Engineer. Construction-related truck trips shall not 
be scheduled during peak hours (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 
6:00 p.m.) to help reduce truck traffic and noise on adjacent streets and 
roadways. The route of construction-related traffic shall be established to 
minimize trips through surrounding residential neighborhoods. 

Applicant/ 
Contractor 
 

   

T-3 Construction Parking. Construction parking and 
vehicle/equipment/materials storage shall be provided as follows: 

1. During construction, free parking spaces for construction workers 
shall be provided on-site or off-site in a location subject to the approval 
of the Transportation and Parking Manager. 

2. On-site or off-site storage shall be provided for construction 
materials, equipment, and vehicles. Storage of construction materials 
within the public right-of-way is prohibited. 

Applicant/ 
Contractor 
 

   

W-1  Drainage and Water Quality.  Project plans for grading, 
drainage, stormwater facilities, and project development shall be subject 
to review and approval by City Building Division and Public Works 
Department per City regulations. Sufficient engineered design and 
adequate measures shall be employed to ensure that no significant 
construction-related or long-term effects from increased runoff, erosion 
and sedimentation, urban water quality pollutants, or groundwater 
pollutants would result from the project 

Applicant/ 
Contractor 
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APPENDIX I 

2012 First Revised Draft EIR Comment Letters and Topical Responses 
 

 
The First Revised Draft EIR prepared for the 1837½ El Camino de la Luz 

Residence Project was circulated for public review in March 2012, and a public hearing 
to consider the adequacy of the EIR was conducted by the Planning Commission on April 
5, 2012.  A Final EIR was not prepared pending further analysis of issues raised in public 
comment.  A list of the agencies and persons that submitted comments on the 2012 First 
Revised Draft EIR is provided below. This Appendix also includes topical responses, a 
copy of each comment letter, and responses to the comments that were submitted.  

 
1. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, April 13, 2012 
2. Ms. JoAnne G. Thompson, March 14, 2012 
3. Illegible 
4. Berni Bernstein, April 4, 2012 
5. Nancy Brock, April 2, 2012 
6. Ray Franco, March 28, 2012 
7. Bruce Peterson, March 28, 2012 
8. Bruce Peterson, April 3, 2012 
9. Bruce Peterson, March 28, 2012 
10. Bruce Peterson, April 16, 2012 
11. Greg Smith, March 28, 2012 
12. Greg Smith, March 29, 2012 
13. Greg Smith, March 29, 2012 
14. Greg Smith, March 1, 2012 
15. Greg Smith, April 14, 2012 
16. Greg Smith, April 14, 2012 
17. Greg Smith, April 14, 2012 
18. Reinard T. Knur, Geotechnologies, April 13, 2012 
19. Greg Smith, April 16, 2012 
20. Reinard T. Knur, Geotechnologies, April 16, 2012 
21. Tony Fischer, April 10, 2012 
22. Rafael Franco, March 17, 2012 

 
Many of the comments submitted on the First Revised Draft EIR were related to 

the following topics:  
 

1. The location of the ocean bluff edge on the project site. 
 

2. The location of the top of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope on the 
project site. 

 
3. The analysis of potential ocean bluff stability impacts at the project site. 
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4. The rate of ocean bluff erosion at the project site. 

 
5. Vehicle access to the project site. 

 
Responses to these comment topics are provided below.   
 

Topical Response No. 1: Location of the Ocean Bluff Edge on the Project Site. 
 

A response to public comments related to the location of the ocean bluff edge (top 
of bluff) on the project site is provided below.  The response describes how the top of 
bluff location was originally determined, and summarizes the results of further analysis 
that was conducted to identify where the bluff edge on the project site is located. 
 

Anikouchine (2005) reported that the top of the ocean bluff at the project site was 
first identified by a geologist (Fisher) in 2001.  The previously identified top of bluff 
location was confirmed by Dr. Anikouchine in his 2005 report to the City that is attached 
to the Revised Initial Study as “Exhibit E” (see EIR Appendix A).  On page 9 of the 2005 
report, two cross sections of the ocean bluff at the project site are provided and the 
location of the original bluff edge is denoted.  The caption for the cross-section drawings 
indicates: “note the rounded, convex-upward shape of the area above the sea cliff in both 
profiles.”  The Coastal Commission definition of the bluff edge indicates that “in cases 
where the top edge of the cliff is rounded away from the face of the cliff as a result of 
erosional processes related to the presence of a steep cliff face, the bluff line or edge 
shall be defined as the point nearest the cliff beyond which the downward gradient of the 
surface increases more or less continuously until it reaches the general gradient of the 
cliff.” As shown by the cross-sections prepared by Anikouchine, the bluff edge was 
identified below the rounded portions of the bluff and at the point where the downward 
gradient of the surface increases more or less continuously until it reaches the general 
gradient of the cliff. 
 

The location of the ocean bluff top was re-evaluated by Earth Systems Pacific 
(2013a) and it was determined that the top of the bluff is located south of and adjacent to 
the proposed building pad, generally following the location of an existing concrete curb 
and drainage swale.  At the southeastern corner of the paved area, the bluff top follows a 
moderately broad ridgeline that trends down to the mouth of Lighthouse Creek.  This top 
of bluff location is consistent with the Coastal Commission definition that refers to the 
“landward edge of the topmost riser.” The revised top of bluff location, and its location in 
relation to the proposed residence, is depicted on EIR Figures 3.3-1 (Site Plan) and 5.2-1 
(Revised Top of Bluff Location).  City of Santa Barbara staff concur with the revised top 
of bluff location identified by Earth Systems Pacific, and California Coastal Commission 
geologist Mark Johnsson (2013) has reviewed the revised top of bluff location and 
indicated that he concurs with the revised location.    
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Topical Response No 2:  Location of the Top of the Lighthouse Creek Canyon Slope 

on the Project Site. 
 
 The top of the western bank of Lighthouse Creek on the eastern portion of the 
project site was identified by Tierney (2002) as part of the evaluation of the project site’s 
biological resources and impacts to those resources that would result from the 
implementation of the proposed project.  The biological resources report is attached to the 
Revised Initial Study as “Exhibit D” (see EIR Appendix A).  Tierney identified the top of 
bank as “…the point that the gentle and then moderately-steep slope intersects with the 
sheer bank leading down to the creek bed.”   
 

The location of the top of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope on the project site 
was re-evaluated by Earth Systems Pacific (2013) and it was determined that the top of 
the canyon that contains Lighthouse Creek on the project site is generally located east of 
and adjacent to the existing asphalt pad that has been installed on the relatively level 
portion of project site.  The revised top of slope location and its location in relation to the 
proposed residence is depicted on EIR Figure 5.2-2 (Canyon Top of Slope and Borehole 
Locations).  As depicted on Figure 5.2-2, the identified top of slope extends roughly 
north to south across the central portion of the proposed building area.  City of Santa 
Barbara staff concur with the revised top of the canyon slope location identified by Earth 
Systems Pacific, and California Coastal Commission geologist Mark Johnsson (2013) has 
also concurred with the revised location of the top of the canyon slope.     
 
Topical Response No. 3:  Analysis of Potential Ocean Bluff Stability Impacts at the 

Project Site. 
  

A response to public comments regarding the stability of the ocean bluff on the 
project site is provided below.  The response includes a summary of the slope stability 
analyses that have been prepared for the project. 

 
In response to direction provided by the Planning Commission in 2007, a 

geological investigation at the project site was conducted in 2009 by Dr. Anikouchine to 
determine if a suspected bedding plane fracture that had been reported by others existed 
on the site.  It was important to determine if the fracture was present because previous 
reviews of the project site geology indicated that the fracture could be a plane of 
weakness along which a block slide slope failure could occur, and that such a block slide 
could involve movement of all of the material west of the fracture, potentially resulting in 
a significant impact to the proposed project.  To confirm the presence or absence of the 
bedding plane fracture, a geologic inspection trench was created on the project site.  
Inspection of the trench concluded that there was no evidence of the suspected bedding 
plane fracture.  Therefore, the proposed building site would not be affected by the type of 
block slide slope failure previously described by other investigators.  Additional 
information regarding this investigation is provided in EIR Appendix B.   
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A 2011 slope stability analysis by Dr. Anikouchine evaluated several potential 
slope failure mechanisms that could have the potential to affect the project site.  The 2011 
investigation concluded that based on geologic conditions, a wedge-type slope failure 
would be the slope movement mechanism most likely to affect the project site.  
Subsequent analysis of this type of slope failure mechanism determined that the slope 
should be considered to be stable and that the slope would remain stable after the 
development of a new residence within the proposed building envelope.  Mitigation 
measures are also identified by the EIR to further reduce the potential for slope stability-
related impacts, including measures: GEO-1 (Storm Water Pollution Control, Drainage 
Systems Maintenance and Project Site Landscaping); BIO-2 (Appropriate 
Plants/Hardscape on Bluff); BIO-3 (Irrigation System); and W-1 (Drainage and Water 
Quality).  These measures ensure that storm water at the project site would be properly 
managed, and that landscaping and irrigation do not accelerate the potential for bluff 
erosion.  The slope stability investigation provided additional analysis to evaluate 
potential effects to the proposed residence in the unlikely event that a slope failure did 
occur at the project site.  This additional evaluation considered the effects of the largest 
possible landslide that could be reasonably expected to affect the project site (i.e., 
movement along the lowest bedding plane that intersects a fracture in the bluff west of 
the project parcel).  That slope movement evaluation determined if such a failure were to 
occur, the project site but not the proposed building footprint, and the adjoining property 
to the west could be affected.   

 
Comments submitted regarding the slope stability analysis provided by the First 

Revised Draft EIR expressed a variety of general concerns about slope stability at the 
project site and in the project area.  These types of comments do not specifically address 
the adequacy of the analysis provided by the EIR and will be forwarded to decision-
makers so they will be aware of these general concerns.  Other comments expressed 
opinions regarding the methodologies and data used to evaluate the potential for slope 
stability impacts to affect the proposed project, and many of these types of comments 
were submitted by persons who are not a registered geologist, or a certified engineering 
geologist or geological engineer.  In regard to the opinions expressed in these comments, 
please note that Dr. Anikouchine is a certified engineering geologist with extensive 
experience with geological conditions in the project region and conducting slope stability 
evaluation in coastal areas.  Further, California Coastal Commission geologist Mark 
Johnsson (2013) has reviewed the 2011 slope stability analysis prepared by Dr. 
Anikouchine and indicated that he concurs with the analysis and conclusions of the 
report.  Comments related to the adequacy of the slope stability analysis provided by the 
EIR will be forwarded to decision-makers so they will be aware of those concerns. 

 
Some of the comments that address the adequacy of the slope stability analyses 

included in the EIR were submitted by a certified engineering geologist.  These 
comments generally express dissenting opinions related to the study conclusions, the 
interpretation of field observations and explorations, and the analysis methodologies used 
to evaluate the stability of the project site ocean bluff.  In response to these comments, it 
should be noted that extensive detail regarding the methodologies used to evaluate the 
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stability of the ocean bluff on the project site are included in Dr. Anikouchine’s 2009 and 
2011 slope stability reports that are included in EIR Appendices B and C. Also, 
California Coastal Commission geologist Mark Johnsson (2013) has reviewed the 2011 
slope stability analysis report and indicated that he concurs with its analysis and 
conclusions.  Further, CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (Focus of Review) subsection (c) 
indicates that in review of a Draft EIR “reviewers should explain the basis for their 
comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions 
based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments.”  As 
indicated by this section of the CEQA Guidelines, providing a dissenting opinion or 
expressing disagreement with analysis presented by the EIR by itself does not provide the 
substantial evidence necessary to conclude that the project’s slope stability analysis is 
inadequate, or that the project’s slope stability impacts are significant or cannot be 
reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of proposed mitigation 
measures.  Finally, CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 (Standards for Adequacy of an EIR) 
indicates that “disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the 
EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.  The courts 
have not looked for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and good faith effort at 
full disclosure.”  Therefore, the slope stability analyses presented in the EIR and 
Appendices B and C are considered adequate to evaluate the slope stability impacts of the 
proposed project and no additional analysis or revisions to the analysis that has been 
conducted is required. 

 
Topical Response No 4:  Rate of Ocean Bluff Erosion at the Project Site. 
 

The potential impacts of erosion of the ocean bluff on the project site (bluff 
retreat) provided by the First Revised Draft EIR was based on an assumption that the 
project site ocean bluff erodes landward at an average rate of approximately four inches 
per year.  Comments submitted on the 2012 EIR questioned the validity of the four inches 
per year estimate.  Additional information regarding the rate of bluff retreat at the project 
site has been added to the Second Revised EIR. A summary of the information provided 
by the Second Revised Draft EIR is provided below. 

 
The City of Santa Barbara Safety Element (2013) indicates that several studies of 

ocean bluff retreat rates have been conducted in the Santa Barbara area.  One study 
evaluated erosion rates over a 70-year period and determined that the highest retreat rate 
was approximately 12 inches per year, while the average city-wide erosion rate is eight 
inches per year.  The estimated rates of sea cliff retreat vary due to local differences in 
the composition and structure of the cliffs, the effects of bluff-top development, and 
barriers located at the base of the cliffs such as cobbles, boulders, or rip rap. 
 

K-C Geotechnical (1987) indicated a retreat rate of six to eight inches per year at 
the project site based on a report by Thomas W. Dibble Jr. (1986), which was prepared 
for the parcel at 1837 El Camino de la Luz.  Norris (1988) estimated a rate of four inches 
of bluff retreat per year at the project site based on the review of aerial photographs taken 
in 1943, 1954 and 1986.  CGG Consultants (1996) reviewed a series of aerial 
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photographs dated between 1928 and 1995 and concluded that the top of the bluff at the 
paved parking area had not changed in over 65 years, and estimated the bluff retreat rate 
to be “less than four inches per year.”  Fisher (2001) reported that a site 0.56 miles to the 
west of the project site (station WHEELER) had zero inches of retreat since 1927. 

 
The most recent evaluation of bluff retreat rates at the project site was conducted 

by Earth Systems Pacific (2013a).  The Earth Systems Pacific evaluation was based on a 
comparison of the conditions shown on a 1953 aerial photograph and a current 
topographic map, with stereographic interpretation of the 1953 photograph performed 
using manual and digital/computer stereo-scope techniques.  The results were then geo-
registered and plotted onto a 2010 digital Las Mesa ortho photograph using the computer 
program Global Mapper.  This methodology resulted in a digitally-aided plot that is more 
accurate than previous bluff retreat analyses based on manual methods.  The new analysis 
determined that the maximum bluff erosion retreat over the 59-year period between 1953 
and 2012 was five feet, or an average rate of 1.02 inches of retreat per year.  The entire 
Earth Systems Pacific report is provided in EIR Appendix D.   

 
Topical Response No 5:   

 
Comments submitted on the 2012 EIR expressed concerns regarding the physical 

and legal adequacy of vehicle access to the project site.  A response to those comments is 
provided below. 

 
The ability of the project to provide adequate access along existing easements was 

evaluated by the Revised Initial Study prepared for the project (EIR Appendix A).  The 
Initial Study includes proposed mitigation measure T-1, which requires that the project 
comply with a Conditional Certificate of Compliance condition of approval that was 
approved by the City in 1999.  The Initial Study concluded that compliance with the 
condition of approval/mitigation measure would reduce the project’s long-term access-
related impact, and short-term construction equipment access impacts, to a less than 
significant level.   

 
The existing access easements that would be used to provide access to the 

proposed residence were evaluated by the Santa Barbara Fire Department and determined 
to be adequate with the implementation of proposed mitigation measures, including 
measure H-1, which requires that the proposed structure be equipped with an automatic 
fire sprinkler system.   

 
Short-term construction vehicle access to the project site would be facilitated by 

using equipment appropriately sized to travel within the 7.5-foot driveway easement that 
provides access to the project site.  The project applicant has indicated that the following 
vehicles, or similar types of vehicles, would be used during project construction. 
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Vehicle Type 
Model 

(typical) Typical Uses 
Maximum 

Width Length 

Pickup Truck Ford F250 
Hauling building materials, 

soil, etc. 
6.58 ft. 18.83 ft. 

Front End 
Loader 

John Deere H130 
Grading/foundation 

preparation 
5.15 ft. 9.3 ft. 

Drill Rig 
R10 Man 
Portable 

Drilling caisson holes 4.58 ft. 4.08 ft. 
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Letter No. 1
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Comment Letter No. 1 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
Date: April 13, 2012 
 
1-1. No response is required regarding the distribution of the Revised Draft EIR to various 

State agencies.  No comments regarding the First Revised Draft EIR were received from 
the Office of Planning and Research or other State agencies. 
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Letter No. 2

2-1



2-1
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Comment Letter No. 2 
JoAnne G. Thompson 
Date: March 14, 2012 
 
2-1. This comment expresses concerns regarding the effects of the 1978 El Camino de la Luz 

landslide and the potential for the proposed project to be adversely affected by slope 
movement.  The Second Revised Draft EIR describes the 1978 landslide and identifies 
the probable causes of that landslide (Page 5.2-3), and the area affected by the slide is 
depicted on EIR Figure 5.2-7.  The Second Revised Draft EIR also notes that the main 
portion of the slide was approximately 200 feet west of the proposed project site.   

 
 The stability of the project site was extensively evaluated by the Second Revised Draft 

EIR.  That analysis concluded that the project site coastal bluff would remain stable after 
the development of the proposed residence, however, the addition of increased storm 
water and/or irrigation water to the project site could adversely affect the stability of the 
project site.  The EIR provides proposed mitigation measure GEO-1 (Storm Water 
Pollution Control, Drainage Systems Maintenance and Project Site Landscaping), which 
specifies drainage and landscaping requirements to minimize the infiltration of water into 
the project site and to reduce the identified slope stability impact to a less than significant 
level.  Additional information related to the stability of project site ocean bluff and the 
anticipated effects of bluff erosion at the project site are provided by Topical Response 
No. 3: Analysis of Potential Ocean Bluff Stability Impacts at the Project Site; and Topical 
Response No. 4: Rate of Ocean Bluff Erosion at the Project Site.   
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3-1

Letter No. 3
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Comment Letter No. 3 
Unknown 
Date: April 2, 2012 
 
3-1. The comments provided in this letter are not legible and therefore a response cannot be 

provided.  This letter is included in the Final EIR and is available for review by decision-
makers that will consider the proposed project. 

 
 



1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence EIR 
Appendix I 

2012 First Revised Draft EIR Comment Letters, Responses and Topical Responses 
 

 
City of Santa Barbara 
 

I-20 



Letter No. 4

4-1
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Comment Letter No. 4 
Berni Bernstein 
Date: April 4, 2012 
 
4-1. This comment expresses opinions regarding safety risks associated with constructing 

homes in bluff top areas.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
environmental impact analysis included in the Revised Draft EIR.  In regard to slope 
stability issues that could affect the proposed project, please refer to Topical Response 
No. 3: Analysis of Potential Ocean Bluff Stability Impacts at the Project Site. 
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Letter No. 5

5-1
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Comment Letter No. 5 
Nancy Boeseke Brock 
Date: April 2, 2012 
 
5-1. This comment indicates that a top of bluff determination should be an “explicit line” that 

future projects must comply with, and expresses other opinions related to the evaluation 
of proposed projects in bluff top areas.  The comment does not address the adequacy of 
the environmental impact analysis included in the Second Revised Draft EIR.  In regard 
to identification of the top of bluff at the project site, please refer to Topical Response 
No. 1: Location of the Ocean Bluff Edge on the Project Site.  
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Letter No. 6

6-1

6-2

6-3

6-4



6-5

6-6

6-7

6-8

6-9
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Comment Letter No. 6 
Ray Franco 
Date: March 28, 2012 
 
6-1. Please refer to Topical Response No 1: Location of the Ocean Bluff Edge on the Project 

Site.  The location of the top of the ocean bluff at the project site was revised in the 
Second Revised Draft EIR and an evaluation of the project based on the revised top of 
bluff location determined that the project would be consistent with applicable Coastal Act 
policies and regulations, the City’s Local Coastal Program and the Safety Element.  The 
EIR also concluded that potential bluff retreat-related impacts would be reduced to a less 
than significant level with the implementation of mitigation measure GEO-1 (Storm 
Water Pollution Control, Drainage Systems Maintenance and Project Site Landscaping).   

 
6-2. Please refer to response 6-1 regarding the location of the proposed residence in regard to 

the location of the top of bluff at the project site.   
 
 Please refer to Topical Response No. 2: Location of the Top of the Lighthouse Creek 

Canyon Slope on the Project Site. The location of the top of the Lighthouse Creek canyon 
slope at the project site was revised in the Second Revised Draft EIR and an evaluation of 
the project based on the revised top of slope location determined that potential slope 
stability impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with the 
implementation of mitigation measure GEO-2 (Foundation Design Approval)  The creek 
preservation ordinance referred to by this comment applies to Mission Creek only and 
does not establish setback requirements for Lighthouse Creek. 

 
6-3. The Second Revised Draft EIR evaluates the potential for the proposed project to impact 

important public views from locations on the beach near the project site (Page 5.1-33).  
That analysis concluded the project would not result in significant visual aesthetic 
impacts and would not affect views the Santa Ynez Mountains.  The project site and the 
proposed residence would become less visually prominent when observed from 
viewpoints located on the ocean because the distance between the project site and 
possible viewing locations would be increased.  Therefore, the project would result in 
less than significant visual aesthetic impacts to offshore viewpoints. 

 
6-4. Please refer to Topical Response No. 3: Analysis of Potential Ocean Bluff Stability 

Impacts at the Project Site. 
 
6-5. Please refer to Topical Response No. 2: Location of the Top of the Lighthouse Creek 

Canyon Slope on the Project Site. 
 
6-6. Please refer to Topical Response No. 4: Rate of Ocean Bluff Erosion at the Project Site. 
 
6-7. As shown on Figure 8 of the City’s 2013 Safety Element, the Mesa Fault is located 

approximately 1.5 miles north of the project site and is classified as an “apparently 
active” fault.  Due to the separation distance between the fault and the project site, it 
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would not have the potential to result in a ground rupture impact at the project site.  As 
indicated by the Revised Initial Study prepared for the project (EIR Appendix A), 
compliance with applicable building codes would reduce potential ground shaking effects 
at the project site to a less than significant level.  No further analysis of the possible 
effects of the Mesa Fault on the proposed project is required. 

 
6-8. The February 11, 2011 email from City Staff Daniel Gullet, which is attached to a March 

17, 2012 comment letter also submitted by Mr. Franco (comment letter 22) clearly 
indicates that Dr. Anikouchine has not prepared project-related studies under the 
direction of the project applicant (Dr. Barthels).  Additionally: 

 
 All work conducted by Dr. Anikouchine related to the analysis and review of the 

proposed project has been conducted to implement scopes of work developed with 
and approved by the City of Santa Barbara Planning Division.   

 
 All work conducted by Dr. Anikouchine related to the analysis and review of the 

proposed project has been conducted in accordance with contract requirements 
between the City of Santa Barbara and Rodriguez Consulting Inc, the preparer of the 
Project EIR.  Throughout the entire EIR preparation process, Dr. Anikouchine has 
worked exclusively as a subconsultant to Rodriguez Consulting Inc. 

 
 Payment for all work conducted by Dr. Anikouchine related to the analysis and 

review of the proposed project has been provided by Rodriguez Consulting Inc.  
 
6-9. Please refer to Topical Response No. 5: Vehicle Access to the Project Site. 
 



Letter No. 7

7-1

7-2

7-3

7-4

7-5

7-6
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Comment Letter No. 7 
Bruce Peterson 
Date: March 28, 2012 
 
7-1. This comment expresses a general concern about access to the project site but does not 

indicate any specific concerns.  Please refer to Topical Response No. 5: Vehicle Access 
to the Project Site. 

 
7-2. This comment expresses a general concern regarding the location of the top of the ocean 

bluff on the project site.  The location of the top of the ocean bluff at the project site was 
revised in the Second Revised Draft EIR.  An evaluation of the project based on the 
revised top of bluff location determined that the project would be consistent with 
applicable Coastal Act policies and regulations, the City’s Local Coastal Program and the 
Safety Element.  The EIR also concluded that potential bluff retreat-related impacts 
would be reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of mitigation 
measure GEO-1 (Storm Water Pollution Control, Drainage Systems Maintenance and 
Project Site Landscaping).  Please refer to Topical Response No. 1: Location of the 
Ocean Bluff Edge on the Project Site. 

 
7-3. The intent of this comment is not clear.  As indicated in Dr. Anikouchine’s 2005 report to 

the City (Appendix A, Exhibit E), the project site has been reviewed by numerous 
geologists. 

 
7-4. The Second Revised Draft EIR provides an extensive analysis of the project’s impacts to 

important public scenic views including views from La Mesa Park and the bridge across 
Lighthouse Creek.  The EIR’s analysis concluded that the proposed project would have 
the potential to result in significant impacts to important public scenic views from those 
and other identified locations.  The EIR also identified mitigation measures that would 
reduce the identified impacts to a less than significant level. 

 
7-5. Please refer to Topical Response No. 5: Vehicle Access to the Project Site.  Access to the 

project by construction vehicles was evaluated by the Revised Initial Study prepared for 
the project, and it was concluded that compliance with proposed mitigation measure T-1 
would be “…adequate to allow construction equipment to traverse the private easements 
to access the subject property…”  With the implementation of this mitigation measure, 
temporary construction-related impacts of the project would not be eliminated but would 
be reduced to a less than significant level.  In addition, recommended mitigation measure 
T-2 requires that the “haul route” for all construction-related trucks three tons or more in 
size that enter or exit the project site be approved by the Transportation Engineer. 

 
7-6. The intent of this comment is not clear and the comment does not address the adequacy 

of the environmental review provided by the Revised Draft EIR.  However, the project 
site plan (EIR Figure 3.3-1) shows the location of proposed new underground sewer, 
water, gas, electricity, telephone and cable utilities located in the driveway that provides 
access to the project site. 
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Comment Letter No. 8 
Bruce Peterson 
Date: April 3, 2012 
 
8-1. Please refer to Topical Response No. 2: Location of the Top of the Lighthouse Creek 

Canyon Slope on the Project Site.  In addition, the City has not adopted a top of creek 
bank setback standard that is applicable to Lighthouse Creek. 
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Comment Letter No. 9 
Bruce Peterson 
Date: March 28, 2012 
 
9-1. This comment expresses opinions of the commenter and provides background 

information regarding the project applicant’s acquisition of the project site. The comment 
does not address the adequacy of the environmental review provided by the Revised 
Draft EIR.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires the Lead Agency to provide written 
responses to comments that address “environmental issues.”  Since the comment does not 
address an environmental issue, no additional response is required.  The comment has 
been included in the Final EIR to inform decision-makers of the commenter’s opinions. 
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Comment Letter No. 10 
Bruce Peterson 
Date: April 16, 2012 
 
10-1. The Second Revised Draft EIR provides an extensive analysis of the project’s impacts to 

important public scenic views including views from La Mesa Park and the bridge across 
Lighthouse Creek, including loss of ocean views.  The EIR’s analysis concluded that the 
proposed project would not result in significant impacts to ocean views, but could have 
the potential to result in significant impacts to important public scenic views due to future 
landscape tree growth and changes to the color of the proposed residence.  The EIR 
identified mitigation measures that would reduce those potential impacts to a less than 
significant level. 

 
10-2. Please refer to Topical Response No. 2: Location of the Top of the Lighthouse Creek 

Canyon Slope on the Project Site. The location of the top of the Lighthouse Creek canyon 
slope at the project site was revised in the Second Revised Draft EIR and an evaluation of 
the project based on the revised top of slope location determined that potential slope 
stability impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with the 
implementation of mitigation measure GEO-2 (Foundation Design Approval).  As 
indicated by this comment, the City has not adopted a top of creek bank setback standard 
that is applicable to Lighthouse Creek. 

 
10-3. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1: Location of the Ocean Bluff Edge on the Project 

Site. 
 
10-4. Please refer to Topical Response No. 3: Analysis of Potential Ocean Bluff Stability 

Impacts at the Project Site; and Topical Response No. 4: Rate of Ocean Bluff Erosion at 
the Project Site. 

 
10-5. Please refer to Topical Response No 1: Location of the Ocean Bluff Edge on the Project 

Site. 
 
10-6. Please refer to Topical Response No. 2: Location of the Top of the Lighthouse Creek 

Canyon Slope on the Project Site.  The City has not adopted a top of creek bank setback 
standard that is applicable to Lighthouse Creek. 

 
10-7. Please refer to Topical Response No. 3: Analysis of Potential Ocean Bluff Stability 

Impacts at the Project Site; and Topical Response No. 4: Rate of Ocean Bluff Erosion at 
the Project Site. 

 
10-8. The Second Revised Draft EIR includes an analysis of the project’s consistency with 

Coastal Act Section 30251, which addresses the protection of scenic and visual qualities 
of coastal areas (Page 6-5).  Coastal Act Section 30241, as referenced by this comment, 
pertains to the preservation of prime agricultural land in coastal areas.  The EIR’s 
analysis determined that with the implementation of proposed mitigation measures AES-
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1 (Color Approval) and AES-2 (Landscape Plan Compliance), the proposed project 
would be consistent with the requirements of Coastal Act Section 30251.  
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Comment Letter No. 11 
Greg Smith 
Date: March 28, 2012 
 
11-1. This comment expresses opinions and provides information regarding a variety of issues 

related to the project.  The commenter asserts that the project site is not a buildable lot 
and provides background information regarding the project applicant’s acquisition of the 
project site.  These comments do not address the adequacy of the environmental impact 
analysis included in the Revised Draft EIR.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires 
the Lead Agency to provide written responses to comments that address “environmental 
issues.”  Since the comment does not address an environmental issue, no additional 
response is required.  The comment has been included in the Final EIR to inform 
decision-makers of the commenter’s opinions. 
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Comment Letter No. 12 
Greg Smith  
Date: March 29, 2012 
 
12-1. This comment expresses opinions regarding the proposed project, and the adequacy of 

the existing driveway access to the project site particularly in regard to access by 
construction vehicles.   

 
 In regard to opinions related to the proposed project, those opinions do not address the 

adequacy of the environmental impact analysis included in the Revised Draft EIR.  
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires the Lead Agency to provide written responses 
to comments that address “environmental issues.”  Since the opinions do not address an 
environmental issue, no additional response is required.  The comment has been included 
in the Final EIR to inform decision-makers of the commenter’s opinions. 

 
In regard to the adequacy of the proposed project site access, please refer to Topical 
Response No. 5: Vehicle Access to the Project Site.  Access to the project by construction 
vehicles was evaluated by the Revised Initial Study prepared for the project, and it was 
concluded that compliance with proposed mitigation measure T-1 (Evidence of Adequate 
Access) would be “…adequate to allow construction equipment to traverse the private 
easements to access the subject property…”  With the implementation of this mitigation 
measure, temporary construction-related impacts of the project would not be eliminated 
but would be reduced to a less than significant level.  In addition, recommended 
mitigation measure T-2 requires that the “haul route” for all construction-related trucks 
three tons or more in size that enter or exit the project site be approved by the 
Transportation Engineer. 
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Comment Letter No. 13 
Greg Smith 
Date: March 29, 2012 
 
13-1. This comment expresses opinions regarding the validity of the lot split that created the 

project site parcel, and asserts that the proposed project should not be considered at this 
time because it has not be adequately demonstrated that the project site is a legal lot or 
that adequate access can be provided.   

 
 The manner in which the project parcel was created is not an environmental issue 

evaluated by the Revised Draft EIR.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires the Lead 
Agency to provide written responses to comments that address “environmental issues.”  
Since the comment does not address an environmental issue, no additional response is 
required.  The comment has been included in the Final EIR to inform decision-makers of 
the commenter’s opinions.   

 
 Please refer to topical response No. 5: Vehicle Access to the Project Site regarding the 

adequacy of project site access.   
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Comment Letter No. 14 
Greg Smith 
Date: March 1, 2012 
 
14-1. This comment expresses the opinion that the project site is not a legal building site.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires the Lead Agency to provide written responses 
to comments that address “environmental issues.”  Since the comment does not address 
an environmental issue, no additional response is required.   
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Comment Letter No. 15 
Greg Smith 
Date: April 14, 2012 
 
15-1. This comment provides introductory remarks and does not address the adequacy of the 

environmental impact analysis included in the Revised Draft EIR.  CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088 requires the Lead Agency to provide written responses to comments that 
address “environmental issues.”  Since the comment does not address an environmental 
issue, no additional response is required.   

 
15-2. This comment expresses opinions regarding the determinations of a previous court case 

pertaining to the project property, and asserts that the project site does not have adequate 
vehicle access.   

 
 The previous court case is not an environmental issue evaluated by the Revised Draft 

EIR. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires the Lead Agency to provide written 
responses to comments that address “environmental issues.”  Since the comment does not 
address an environmental issue, no additional response is required.  Please refer to 
Topical Response No. 5: Vehicle Access to the Project Site related to comments 
regarding vehicle access to the project site.   

 
15-3. This comment addresses several project-related issues, including the location of the top 

of the ocean bluff on the project site, geologic and engineering analysis related to the 
project, and potential short-term construction-related impacts resulting from the use of 
the access driveway. 

 
 In regard to the location of the top of the ocean bluff on the project site, please refer to 

Topical Response No 1: Location of the Ocean Bluff Edge on the Project Site. 
 
 The comment regarding the geologic and engineering analysis conducted for the project 

does not identify specific concerns that can be responded to.  However, in regard to 
recent analysis conducted for the project please refer to Topical Response No. 2: 
Location of the Top of the Lighthouse Creek Canyon Slope on the Project Site, and 
Topical Response No. 3: Analysis of Potential Ocean Bluff Stability Impacts at the 
Project Site. 

 
 In regard to construction-related access to the project site, please refer to Topical 

Response No. 5: Vehicle Access to the Project Site.  Access to the project by construction 
vehicles was evaluated by the Revised Initial Study prepared for the project, and it was 
concluded that compliance with proposed mitigation measure T-1 (Evidence of Adequate 
Access) would be “…adequate to allow construction equipment to traverse the private 
easements to access the subject property…”  With the implementation of this mitigation 
measure, temporary construction-related impacts of the project would not be eliminated 
but would be reduced to a less than significant level.  In addition, recommended 
mitigation measure T-2 (Construction Traffic) requires that the “haul route” for all 
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construction-related trucks three tons or more in size that enter or exit the project site be 
approved by the Transportation Engineer. 

 
15-4. Please refer to Topical Response No 1: Location of the Ocean Bluff Edge on the Project 

Site.  The location of the top of the ocean bluff at the project site was revised in the 
Second Revised Draft EIR and an evaluation of the project based on the revised top of 
bluff location determined that the project would be consistent with applicable Coastal Act 
policies and regulations.  The EIR also concluded that potential bluff retreat-related 
impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of 
mitigation measure GEO-1 (Storm Water Pollution Control, Drainage Systems 
Maintenance and Project Site Landscaping). 

 
15-5. This comment refers to a public easement for beach access that crosses the project site.  

Project-related impact to beach access was not an environmental impact evaluated by the 
EIR, however, the Plans and Policies Analysis section of the Second Revised Draft EIR 
(Section 6.0) evaluates the project’s consistency with City Local Coastal Program Policy 
2.1, which requires that “Public access in the coastal bluff areas of the City shall be 
maximized consistent with the protection of natural resources, public safety, and private 
property rights.” The analysis of the project’s consistency with this policy states that the 
project site includes an informal access path that extends down the coastal bluff to the 
beach, and access to the path is provided by a three-foot wide easement located along the 
western perimeter of the project site. The analysis concluded that the proposed project 
would not make any alterations to the existing beach access pathway or impede use of the 
existing access easement.   

 
Each of the five properties that use the driveway has a recorded beach access easement 
over the project site. There is no evidence of a public beach access easement on the 
project site.  
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Comment Letter No. 16 
Greg Smith 
Date: April 14, 2012 
 
16-1. This comment expresses opinions regarding the manner in which a geological inspection 

trench constructed at the project site was backfilled, and asserts that Dr. Anikouchine 
worked directly for the project applicant. 

 
 Comments related to the backfilling of the geological inspection trench constructed at the 

project site do not address the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis included in 
the Revised Draft EIR.  In regard to comments regarding Dr. Anikouchine, please refer to 
the February 11, 2011 email from City Staff member Daniel Gullet, which is attached to 
a March 17, 2012 comment letter submitted by Mr. Franco (comment letter 22), which 
clearly indicates that Dr. Anikouchine has not prepared project-related studies under the 
direction of the project applicant.  Additionally: 

 
 All work conducted by Dr. Anikouchine related to the analysis and review of the 

proposed project has been conducted to implement scopes of work developed with 
and approved by the City of Santa Barbara Planning Division.   

 
 All work conducted by Dr. Anikouchine related to the analysis and review of the 

proposed project has been conducted in accordance with contract requirements 
between the City of Santa Barbara and Rodriguez Consulting Inc, the preparer of the 
Project EIR.  Throughout the entire EIR preparation process, Dr. Anikouchine has 
worked exclusively as a subconsultant to Rodriguez Consulting Inc. 

 
 Payment for all work conducted by Dr. Anikouchine related to the analysis and 

review of the proposed project has been provided by Rodriguez Consulting Inc. 
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Comment Letter No. 17 
Gregory Smith 
Date: April 14, 2012 
 
17-1. This comment expresses opinions regarding the manner in which a geological inspection 

trench constructed at the project site was backfilled, and asserts that Dr. Anikouchine 
worked directly for the project applicant. 

 
 Comments related to the backfilling of the geological inspection trench constructed at the 

project site do not address the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis included in 
the Revised Draft EIR.  In regard to comments regarding Dr. Anikouchine, please refer to 
the February 11, 2011 email from City Staff member Daniel Gullet, which is attached to 
a March 17, 2012 comment letter submitted by Mr. Franco (comment letter 22).  The 
email clearly indicates that Dr. Anikouchine has not prepared project-related studies 
under the direction of the project applicant.  Additionally: 

 
 All work conducted by Dr. Anikouchine related to the analysis and review of the 

proposed project has been conducted to implement scopes of work developed with 
and approved by the City of Santa Barbara Planning Division.   

 
 All work conducted by Dr. Anikouchine related to the analysis and review of the 

proposed project has been conducted in accordance with contract requirements 
between the City of Santa Barbara and Rodriguez Consulting Inc, the preparer of the 
Project EIR.  Throughout the entire EIR preparation process, Dr. Anikouchine has 
worked exclusively as a subconsultant to Rodriguez Consulting Inc. 

 
 Payment for all work conducted by Dr. Anikouchine related to the analysis and 

review of the proposed project has been provided by Rodriguez Consulting Inc. 
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Comment Letter No. 18 
Geotechnologies, Inc. 
Date: April 13, 2012 
 
18-1. Please refer to comment letter No. 19 where Mr. Greg Smith requests that the April 13 

version of the Geotechnologies report be replaced by an updated April 16 version.  No 
responses to the superseded report are required. 
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Comment Letter No. 19 
Greg Smith 
Date: April 16, 2012 
 
19-1. Mr. Greg Smith requested that the April 13 version of the Geotechnologies report be 

replaced by an updated April 16 version.  No responses to this comment letter are 
required.   
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Comment Letter No. 20 
Geotechnologies, Inc. 
Date: April 16, 2012 
 
20-1. This letter provides comments regarding two reports prepared by Dr. William 

Anikouchine that were used as references to prepare the project EIR.  Dr. Anikouchine is 
a registered geologist and a certified engineering geologist with over 37 years of 
experience in the fields of shoreline erosion, coastal oceanography and engineering 
geology, and conducting slope stability analyses.  The reports he prepared for the project 
EIR are titled: Geological Inspection Trench at 1837½ Camino de la Luz (August 25, 
2009); and Geological Investigation of Slope Stability at 1837½ Camino de la Luz 
(November 9, 2011).  Please refer to Topical Response No. 3: Analysis of Potential 
Ocean Bluff Stability Impacts at the Project Site for additional background information 
regarding the preparation of the 2009 and 2011 reports.  The 2009 and 2011 reports are 
included in their entirety in the Second Revised Draft EIR as Appendix B and Appendix 
C, respectively. 

 
 Comments regarding the 2009 and 2011 reports pertain to the location of an on-site 

temporary geological inspection trench that was constructed on the project site; the 
backfilling of the trench; geological material sampling from the trench and the data 
derived from the samples; the approach used to conduct the slope stability analyses for 
the project site; and the results of the analyses.  The individual comments address a range 
of issues but generally indicate that additional investigation, material sampling, analysis, 
and supporting information should have been included in both reports. 

 
 In response to the review comments, it should be noted that extensive detail regarding the 

methodologies used to evaluate the stability of the ocean bluff on the project site are 
included in Dr. Anikouchine’s 2009 and 2011 reports. Also, California Coastal 
Commission geologist Mark Johnsson (2013) reviewed the 2011 slope stability analysis 
report and indicated that he concurs with its analysis and conclusions.  Further, CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15151 (Standards for Adequacy of an EIR) indicates that 
“disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should 
summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.  The courts have not 
looked for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and good faith effort at full 
disclosure.”  Therefore, the slope stability analyses presented in the EIR and Appendices 
B and C are considered adequate to evaluate the slope stability impacts of the proposed 
project and no additional analysis or revisions to the analysis that has been conducted is 
required. 

 
 In regard to the comment related to backfilling the temporary geological inspection 

trench constructed at the project site, the commenter states that a “high degree of effort” 
would have been required to achieve the stated 95% relative compaction of the soil 
removed and then replaced into the trench.  The following photograph was taken as the 
project site trench was being backfilled and shows that a high degree of effort was 
provided to compact soil placed back into the trench by using a mechanical compactor.  
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Comment Letter No. 21 
Tony Fischer 
Date: April 10, 2012 
 
21-1. Comments in this letter assert that Dr. Anikouchine has worked directly for the project 

applicant, which has resulted in a conflict of interest. 
 
 Please refer to the February 11, 2011 email from City Staff member Daniel Gullet, which 

is attached to a March 17, 2012 comment letter submitted by Mr. Franco (comment letter 
22).  The email clearly indicates that Dr. Anikouchine has not prepared project-related 
studies under the direction of the project applicant.  Additionally: 

 
 All work conducted by Dr. Anikouchine related to the analysis and review of the 

proposed project has been conducted to implement scopes of work developed with 
and approved by the City of Santa Barbara Planning Division.   

 
 All work conducted by Dr. Anikouchine related to the analysis and review of the 

proposed project has been conducted in accordance with contract requirements 
between the City of Santa Barbara and Rodriguez Consulting Inc, the preparer of the 
Project EIR.  Throughout the entire EIR preparation process, Dr. Anikouchine has 
worked exclusively as a subconsultant to Rodriguez Consulting Inc. 

 
 Payment for all work conducted by Dr. Anikouchine related to the analysis and 

review of the proposed project has been provided by Rodriguez Consulting Inc. 
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Comment Letter No. 22 
Rafael Franco 
Date: March 17, 2012 
 
22-1. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1: Location of the Ocean Bluff Edge on the 

Project Site.   
 
22-2. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 (Recirculation of an EIR Prior to 

Certification) indicates that an EIR is to be recirculated when “significant new 
information” is added to the EIR.  The original (2006) Draft EIR included a 
proposed mitigation measure (AES-1a, Revised Project Design) that identified a 
three dimensional building envelope on the project site.  The same mitigation 
measure is also included in the Revised Draft EIR.  With the implementation of 
mitigation measure AES-1a, the height of a new residence on the project site 
would be reduced when compared to the project evaluated by the original EIR, 
and the project’s impacts to important public views would be reduced to a less 
than significant level.  In response to the requirements of mitigation measure 
AES-1a, the project applicant submitted a new project design for consideration by 
City staff and the Planning Commission.  Staff evaluated the revised project 
design and determined that it substantially complies with mitigation requirements 
of mitigation measure AES-1a, and that the new project design would fulfill the 
intent of the mitigation measure to reduce project-related impacts to important 
public scenic views to a less than significant level.  Changes to a project that 
occur to comply with mitigation requirements are not considered to be significant 
new information that must be evaluated in a new EIR.  Therefore, the Revised 
Draft EIR was not amended to evaluate the aesthetic impacts of the new project 
design.   

 
The Second Revised Draft EIR does provide an evaluation of the visual aesthetic 
impacts to the most recent project design.  As described in Second Revised Draft 
EIR Section 1.1 (Project Overview), Section 1.4 (EIR Preparation History for the 
Proposed Project), and Section 5.1 (Visual Aesthetics) the revised design of the 
proposed residence would not result in significant visual aesthetic impacts to 
ocean views.  As a result, the previously proposed building envelope mitigation 
measure included in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR is no longer required.  
Visual aesthetic impacts of the currently proposed project related to landscaping 
and building color would be reduced to a less than significant level with the 
implementation of proposed mitigation measures AES-1 (Color Approval) and 
AES-2 (Landscape Plan Compliance).   

 
Please refer to Topical Response No 1: Location of the Ocean Bluff Edge on the 
Project Site.  The location of the top of the ocean bluff at the project site was 
revised in the Second Revised Draft EIR.  An evaluation of the project based on 
the revised top of bluff location determined that the project would be consistent 
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with applicable Coastal Act policies and regulations, the City’s Local Coastal 
Program and the Safety Element.   

 
22-3. Please refer to Topical Response No 3: Analysis of Potential Ocean Bluff 

Stability Impacts at the Project Site, which addresses comments related to slope 
stability conditions at the project site and the slope stability impacts of the 
proposed project.  In regard to items identified by this comment as not being 
included in the Revised Draft EIR, each of those items are now included in the 
Second Revised Draft EIR as attachments to this comment letter.   

  
22-4. This comment expresses opinions related to the process that has been 

implemented to evaluate the geological conditions of the project site.  The process 
outlined by this comment (i.e., peer review requirements) is typically used for 
technical reports that are prepared under the direction of a project applicant.  That 
is not the case for the proposed project as none of Dr. Anikouchine’s project-
related reports have been prepared under the direction of the project applicant.  In 
addition, California Coastal Commission geologist Mark Johnsson (2013) 
reviewed the 2011 slope stability analysis report and indicated that he concurs 
with its analysis and conclusions.   

 
22-5. This comment expresses concerns of the commenter regarding the provision of 

adequate vehicle access to the project site.  Please refer to Topical Response No. 
5: Vehicle Access to the Project Site. 

 
22-6. The February 11, 2011 email from City Staff member Daniel Gullet, which is 

attached to Mr. Franco’s March 17, 2012 comment letter as Attachment G, clearly 
indicates that Dr. Anikouchine has not prepared project-related studies under the 
direction of the project applicant (Dr. Barthels).  In addition, please be advised 
that: 

 
 All work conducted by Dr. Anikouchine related to the analysis and review of 

the proposed project has been conducted to implement scopes of work 
developed with and approved by the City of Santa Barbara Planning Division.   

 
 All work conducted by Dr. Anikouchine related to the analysis and review of 

the proposed project has been conducted in accordance with contract 
requirements between the City of Santa Barbara and Rodriguez Consulting 
Inc, the preparer of the Project EIR.  Throughout the entire EIR preparation 
process, Dr. Anikouchine has worked exclusively as a subconsultant to 
Rodriguez Consulting Inc. 

 
 Payment for all work conducted by Dr. Anikouchine related to the analysis 

and review of the proposed project has been provided by Rodriguez 
Consulting Inc.  
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 In regard to the comment regarding the “20 reports and opinion letters dealing 

with geotechnical issues on this project” a review and summary of those 
studies is included as Exhibit E of the Revised Initial Study prepared for the 
project (Second Revised EIR Appendix A).  The findings of one of the 
previous reports (Smith, 1980) was the basis for conducting additional 
geotechnical investigations at the project site as part of the project EIR 
(Anikouchine, 2009), which is included in Appendix B of the Second Revised 
EIR. 

 
22-7. Please refer to Topical Response No. 5: Vehicle Access to the Project Site.  In 

addition, Section 9.1.4 (Impacts Found Not to be Significant – 
Transportation/Circulation) of the Second Revised Draft EIR states that the width 
of the project site access driveway easement varies from 15 to 7.5 feet.  

 
22-8. Please refer to Topical Response No 1: Location of the Ocean Bluff Edge on the 

Project Site.  The location of the top of the ocean bluff at the project site was 
revised in the Second Revised Draft EIR and an evaluation of the project based on 
the revised top of bluff location determined that the project would be consistent 
with applicable Coastal Act policies and regulations, the City’s Local Coastal 
Program and the Safety Element.  The EIR also concluded that potential bluff 
retreat-related impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with the 
implementation of mitigation measure GEO-1 (Storm Water Pollution Control, 
Drainage Systems Maintenance and Project Site Landscaping). 

 
22-9. Please refer to response 22-2.  The building envelope height restriction mitigation 

measure previously included in the Draft and Revised Draft EIR is no longer 
included as a mitigation measure in the Second Revised Draft EIR.  The 
mitigation measure is no longer required because as shown on Second Revised 
Draft EIR Figure 3.3-7, the western and eastern elevations of the current project 
design conform to the height requirements of the previously required mitigation 
measure (15 and 25 feet, respectively).   

 
22-10. Please refer to Second Revised Draft EIR Section 6.3 (Single Family Residence 

Design Guidelines).  The analysis concludes that the current project design would 
be consistent with Guideline requirements, such as recommendations to limit the 
visibility of foundation walls.   

 
22-11. Please refer to Responses 22-2 and 22-9. 
 
22-12. The impacts of the proposed project related to slope stability and impacts to 

scenic views were extensively evaluated by the Second Revised Draft EIR.  That 
analysis concluded that the project would not result in a significant obstruction of 
scenic views, but would have the potential to result in significant visual aesthetic 
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impacts from landscaping proposed for the project site and from possible future 
changes to the color of the proposed residence.  The analysis also concluded that 
the project would have the potential to result in significant slope stability impacts 
if inadequate site drainage was provided on the project site.  Mitigation measures 
are identified by the EIR to reduce the identified impacts to a less than significant 
level.  Therefore, with the implementation of proposed mitigation measures, the 
project would be consistent with the objectives described in Second Revised Draft 
EIR Section 3.5. 

 
22-13. EIR Figure 5.1-1 (Project Area) is an aerial photo of the project site vicinity and 

does not attempt to depict the location of the proposed building footprint.  The red 
area depicted on Figure 5.1-1 is labeled “proposed building site” and generally 
depicts the area on the project property that would be used for the development of 
the proposed residence.  Please refer to EIR Figure 3.3-1 (Site Plan) for the 
location of the proposed residence footprint. 

 
22-14. Please refer to Response 22-2. 
 
22-15. Computer simulations of the currently proposed project design are included in the 

Second Revised Draft EIR.   
 
22-16. No response required. 
 
22-17. Please refer to Topical Response No 1: Location of the Ocean Bluff Edge on the 

Project Site.  The location of the top of the ocean bluff at the project site was 
revised in the Second Revised Draft EIR and an evaluation of the project based on 
the revised top of bluff location determined that the project would be consistent 
with applicable Coastal Act policies and regulations, the City’s Local Coastal 
Program and the Safety Element.  The EIR also concluded that potential bluff 
retreat-related impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with the 
implementation of mitigation measure GEO-1 (Storm Water Pollution Control, 
Drainage Systems Maintenance and Project Site Landscaping). 

 
22-18. Please refer to Response 22-2. 
 
22-19. Please refer to Response 22-6.  
 
22-20. This comment expresses an opinion of the commenter that a block slide is not the 

type of slope failure likely to affect the project site, however, no basis for this 
opinion is provided.  The EIR provides extensive analysis indicating why a 
wedge-type failure is the slope movement mechanism most likely to affect the 
project site.  Also, please refer Topical Response No. 3: Analysis of Potential 
Ocean Bluff Stability Impacts at the Project Site. 
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22-21. Please refer to Topical Response No. 3: Analysis of Potential Ocean Bluff 
Stability Impacts at the Project Site. 

 
22-22. Please refer to Topical Response No. 3: Analysis of Potential Ocean Bluff 

Stability Impacts at the Project Site. 
 
22-23. The location of the geologic exploration trench constructed on the project site is 

depicted by EIR Figure 5.2-4 (Project Site Geologic Exploration Trench/Figure 1 
of Dr. Anikouchine’s 2009 report).  Those figures identify the dimensions of the 
trench as being 31 and 45 feet long.  Dr. Anikouchine’s 2009 report also indicates 
that trench area was restored by replacing soil removed from the trench and 
compacting it, replanting removed vegetation, and replacing curbs and paving that 
were disturbed.   

 
22-24. Please refer to Topical Response No. 3: Analysis of Potential Ocean Bluff 

Stability Impacts at the Project Site.  Dr. Anikouchine’s 2009 report indicates that 
trench area was restored by replacing soil removed from the trench and 
compacting it, replanting removed vegetation, and replacing curbs and paving that 
were disturbed.   

 
22-25. Please refer to Responses 22-23 and 20-1. 
 
22-26. Please refer to Topical Response No. 3: Analysis of Potential Ocean Bluff 

Stability Impacts at the Project Site. 
 
22-27. No response required. 
 
22-28. Please refer to Topical Response No. 3: Analysis of Potential Ocean Bluff 

Stability Impacts at the Project Site. 
 
22-29. The theoretical area that could be affected by a wedge-type failure depicted on 

EIR Figure 5.2-8 (Project Site Geology and Theoretical Wedge Failure 
Area/Figure 4 of Dr. Anikouchine’s 2011 report) would affect both the project 
site and the property located west of and adjacent to the project site.  However, 
the slope stability analysis included in the EIR concludes that with the 
implementation of proposed mitigation measures GEO-1 (Storm Water Pollution 
Control, Drainage Systems Maintenance and Project Site Landscaping) and GEO-
2 (Foundation Design Approval) the proposed project would not result in 
significant bluff stability impacts. 

 
21-30. Please refer to Topical Response No. 3: Analysis of Potential Ocean Bluff 

Stability Impacts at the Project Site. 
 
22-31. Please refer to Topical Response No 1: Location of the Ocean Bluff Edge on the 

Project Site.  The location of the top of the ocean bluff at the project site was 
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revised in the Second Revised Draft EIR.  An evaluation of the project based on 
the revised top of bluff location determined that the project would be consistent 
with applicable Coastal Act policies and regulations, the City’s Local Coastal 
Program and the Safety Element.   

 
22-32. Please refer to Responses 22-2. 
 
22-33. This comment only provides an excerpt from Anikouchine’s 2009 report 

regarding the geologic inspection trench constructed at the project site (Revised 
Draft EIR Appendix B).  No response is required. 

 
22-34. Please refer to Topical Response No. 3: Analysis of Potential Ocean Bluff 

Stability Impacts at the Project Site. 
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APPENDIX J 
 

Final EIR Comment Letters and Responses 
 

The Second Revised Draft EIR prepared for the 1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence 
Project was circulated for public review between October 17 and November 30, 2016, and a 
public hearing to consider the adequacy of the EIR was conducted by the Planning Commission 
on November 17, 2016.  A list of the agencies and persons that submitted comments on the 2016 
Second Revised Draft EIR is provided below. This Appendix also includes topical responses that 
address issues that were raised by multiple commenters, a copy of each comment letter, 
responses to the individual comments submitted on the Second Revised Draft EIR, and responses 
to comments of the Planning Commission at the November 17, 2016 hearing.  

 
Public Agencies 

1. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, November 29, 2016 
2. California Coastal Commission, December 1, 2016  
3. United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, December 6, 

2016 
 

Community/Interest Groups 
4. Santa Barbara Urban Creeks Council, November 17, 2016 
5. Citizens to Protect & Preserve the Mesa’s Coastal Bluffs, Greg Judith Smith, Venskus 

& Associates, November 30, 2016 
 

Individuals 
6. Lou DeBourbon, November 29, 2016 
7. Kim and Joe Finegold, November 14, 2016 
8. Rafael Franco, November 17, 2016 
9. Rafael Franco, November 19, 2016 
10. Joanna Morgan and Stan Krome, October 28, 2016 
11. Joanna Morgan and Stan Krome, November 21, 2016 
12. Joanna Morgan and Stan Krome, November 23, 2016 
13. Bruce Peterson, October 26, 2016 
14. Gregory M. Smith, November 30, 2016 
15. Judith Smith, November 19, 2016 
16. Judith Smith, November 30, 2016 
17. Scott and Lesley Wiscomb, November 11, 2016 

 
Applicant’s Representative 

18. Hollister & Brace, November 7, 2016 
 

City of Santa Barbara 
 19. Planning Commission Minutes, November 17, 2016 
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TOPICAL RESPONSES 
 

Many of the comments submitted on the Second Revised Draft EIR were related to the 
following topics:  

 
1. The location of the ocean bluff edge on the project site. 

 
2. The location of the top of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope on the project site. 

 
3. The analysis of potential ocean bluff stability impacts at the project site. 

 
4. The rate of ocean bluff erosion at the project site. 

 
5. Access to the project site and to the beach. 

 
Responses to these comment topics are provided below.   
 
 

Topical Response No. 1: Location of the Ocean Bluff Edge on the Project Site. 
 

A response to public comments related to the location of the ocean bluff edge (top of 
bluff) on the project site is provided below.  The response describes how the top of bluff location 
was originally determined, and summarizes the results of further analysis that was conducted to 
identify where the bluff edge on the project site is located. 
 

California Coastal Act regulations provide for identifying the location of a coastal bluff 
edge, or top of bluff, for the purpose of considering development setbacks from unstable coastal 
slope areas. Geologist Dr. Anikouchine (2005) reported that the top of the ocean bluff at the 
project site was first identified by a geologist (Fisher) in 2001.  The previously identified top of 
bluff location was confirmed by Dr. Anikouchine in his 2005 report to the City that is attached to 
the Revised Initial Study as “Exhibit E” (see EIR Appendix A).  On page 9 of the 2005 report, 
two cross sections of the ocean bluff at the project site are provided and the location of the 
original bluff edge is denoted.  The caption for the cross-section drawings indicates: “note the 
rounded, convex-upward shape of the area above the sea cliff in both profiles.”  A portion of the 
Coastal Act regulations definition of the bluff edge (CCR, Title 14, §13577) states that “… In 
cases where the top edge of the cliff is rounded away from the face of the cliff as a result of 
erosional processes related to the presence of a steep cliff face, the bluff line or edge shall be 
defined as the point nearest the cliff beyond which the downward gradient of the surface 
increases more or less continuously until it reaches the general gradient of the cliff. …” As 
shown by the cross-sections prepared by Dr. Anikouchine, the bluff edge was identified below 
the rounded portions of the bluff and at the point where the downward gradient of the surface 
increases more or less continuously until it reaches the general gradient of the cliff. 
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The location of the ocean bluff top was re-evaluated by Earth Systems Pacific (2013a, 
EIR Appendix D) and determined to be located south of and adjacent to the proposed building 
pad, generally following the location of an existing concrete curb and drainage swale.  At the 
southeastern corner of the paved area, the bluff top follows a moderately broad ridgeline that 
trends down to the mouth of Lighthouse Creek. This top of bluff location is consistent with the 
portion of the Coastal Act regulations definition that states: “… In a case where there is a 
steplike feature at the top of the bluff face, the landward edge of the topmost riser shall be taken 
to be the cliff edge. …” The revised top of bluff location, and its location in relation to the 
proposed residence, is depicted on EIR Figures 3.3-1 (Site Plan) and 5.2-1 (Revised Top of Bluff 
Location).  Both City of Santa Barbara staff and California Coastal Commission geologist Mark 
Johnsson (2013) concur with the revised top of bluff location based on the review of the Earth 
Systems Pacific report, the topography of the site, and site visits. City of Santa Barbara staff 
attended a site visit with Mark Johnsson and discussed the revised top of bluff location with him 
by telephone.   
 
Topical Response No. 2: Location of the Top of the Lighthouse Creek Canyon Slope on the 

Project Site. 
 
 The top of the western bank of Lighthouse Creek on the eastern portion of the project site 
was identified by Tierney (2002) as part of the evaluation of the project site’s biological 
resources and impacts to those resources that could result from the implementation of the 
proposed project.  The biological resources report is attached to the Revised Initial Study 
(Exhibit D of EIR Appendix A).  Tierney identified the top of bank as “…the point that the 
gentle and then moderately-steep slope intersects with the sheer bank leading down to the creek 
bed.”   
 

The location of the top of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope on the project site was re-
evaluated by Earth Systems Pacific (2013, EIR Appendix E) and it was determined that the top 
of the canyon that contains Lighthouse Creek on the project site is located east of and adjacent to 
the existing asphalt pad that has been installed on the relatively level portion of project site.  The 
revised top of slope location and its location in relation to the proposed residence is depicted on 
EIR Figure 5.2-2 (Canyon Top of Slope and Borehole Locations).  As depicted on Figure 5.2-2, 
the identified top of slope extends roughly north to south across the central portion of the 
proposed building area.  Both City of Santa Barbara staff and California Coastal Commission 
geologist Mark Johnsson (2013) concur with the revised top of the canyon slope location 
identified by Earth Systems Pacific based on the review of the Earth Systems Pacific report, the 
topography of the site, and site visits.   City of Santa Barbara staff attended a site visit with Mark 
Johnsson and discussed the report with him by telephone. 
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Topical Response No. 3: Analysis of Potential Ocean Bluff Stability Impacts at the Project 

Site. 
  

A response to public comments regarding the stability of the ocean bluff on the project 
site is provided below.  The response includes a summary of the slope stability analyses that 
have been prepared for the project. 

 
In response to direction provided by the Planning Commission in 2007, a geological 

investigation at the project site was conducted in 2009 by Dr. Anikouchine to determine if a 
suspected bedding plane fracture that had been reported by others existed on the site.  It was 
important to determine if the fracture was present because previous reviews of the project site 
geology indicated that the fracture could be a plane of weakness along which a block slide slope 
failure could occur, and that such a block slide could involve movement of all of the material 
west of the fracture, potentially resulting in a significant impact to the proposed project.  To 
confirm the presence or absence of the bedding plane fracture, a geologic inspection trench was 
created on the project site.  Inspection of the trench concluded that there was no evidence of the 
suspected bedding plane fracture.  Therefore, the proposed building site would not be affected by 
the type of block slide slope failure previously described by other investigators.  Additional 
information regarding this investigation is provided in EIR Appendix B.   

 
A 2011 slope stability analysis by Dr. Anikouchine evaluated several potential slope 

failure mechanisms that could have the potential to affect the project site. The 2011 investigation 
concluded that based on geologic conditions, a wedge-type slope failure would be the slope 
movement mechanism most likely to affect the project site.  Subsequent analysis of this type of 
slope failure mechanism determined that the slope should be considered to be geologically stable 
and that the slope would remain stable after the development of a new residence within the 
proposed building envelope.  Mitigation measures are also identified by the EIR to further reduce 
the potential for slope stability and erosion-related impacts, including measures: GEO-1 (Storm 
Water Pollution Control, Drainage Systems Maintenance and Project Site Landscaping); BIO-2 
(Appropriate Plants/Hardscape on Bluff); BIO-3 (Irrigation System); and W-1 (Drainage and 
Water Quality).  These measures ensure that storm water at the project site would be properly 
managed, and that landscaping and irrigation do not accelerate the potential for bluff erosion.  
The slope stability investigation provided additional analysis to evaluate potential effects to the 
proposed residence in the unlikely event that a slope failure did occur at the project site.  This 
additional evaluation considered the effects of the largest possible landslide that could be 
reasonably expected to affect the project site (i.e., movement along the lowest bedding plane that 
intersects a fracture in the bluff west of the project parcel).  That slope movement evaluation 
determined if such a failure were to occur, the lower portion of the property and the adjoining 
property to the west could be affected, but not the proposed development area.   

 
Comments submitted regarding the slope stability analysis expressed a variety of general 

concerns about slope stability at the project site and in the project area.  These types of 
comments do not specifically address the adequacy of the analysis provided by the EIR and will 
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be forwarded to decision-makers so they will be aware of these general concerns.  Other 
comments expressed opinions regarding the methodologies and data used to evaluate the 
potential for slope stability impacts to affect the proposed project, and many of these types of 
comments were submitted by persons who are not a registered geologist, or a certified 
engineering geologist or geological engineer.  In regard to the opinions expressed in these 
comments, please note that Dr. Anikouchine is a certified engineering geologist with extensive 
experience with geological conditions in the project region and conducting slope stability 
evaluation in coastal areas.  Further, California Coastal Commission geologist Mark Johnsson 
(2013) has reviewed the 2011 slope stability analysis prepared by Dr. Anikouchine and indicated 
that he concurs with the analysis and conclusions of the report.  Comments related to the 
adequacy of the slope stability analysis provided by the EIR will be forwarded to decision-
makers so they will be aware of those concerns. 

 
Some of the comments that address the adequacy of the slope stability analyses included 

in the EIR were submitted by a certified engineering geologist.  These comments generally 
express dissenting opinions related to the study conclusions, the interpretation of field 
observations and explorations, and the analysis methodologies used to evaluate the stability of 
the project site ocean bluff.  In response to these comments, it should be noted that extensive 
detail regarding the methodologies used to evaluate the stability of the ocean bluff on the project 
site are included in Dr. Anikouchine’s 2009 and 2011 slope stability reports that are included in 
EIR Appendices B and C. Also, California Coastal Commission geologist Mark Johnsson (2013) 
has reviewed the 2011 slope stability analysis report and indicated that he concurs with its 
analysis and conclusions.  Further, CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (Focus of Review) 
subsection (c) indicates that in review of a Draft EIR “reviewers should explain the basis for 
their comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions 
based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments.”  As indicated 
by this section of the CEQA Guidelines, providing a dissenting opinion or expressing 
disagreement with analysis presented by the EIR by itself does not provide the substantial 
evidence necessary to conclude that the project’s slope stability analysis is inadequate, or that the 
project’s slope stability impacts are significant or cannot be reduced to a less than significant 
level with the implementation of proposed mitigation measures.  Finally, CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15151 (Standards for Adequacy of an EIR) indicates that “disagreement among experts 
does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of 
disagreement among the experts.  The courts have not looked for perfection but for adequacy, 
completeness, and good faith effort at full disclosure.”  Therefore, the slope stability analyses 
presented in the EIR and Appendices B and C are considered adequate to evaluate the slope 
stability impacts of the proposed project and no additional analysis or revisions to the analysis 
that has been conducted is required. 

 
Topical Response No. 4: Rate of Ocean Bluff Erosion at the Project Site. 
 

The potential impacts of erosion of the ocean bluff on the project site (bluff retreat) 
provided by the First Revised Draft EIR was based on an assumption that the project site ocean 
bluff erodes landward at an average rate of approximately four inches per year.  Comments 
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submitted on the 2012 EIR questioned the validity of the four inches per year estimate.  
Additional information regarding the rate of bluff retreat at the project site was added to the 
Second Revised EIR. A summary of the additional information provided in the EIR is provided 
below. 

 
The City of Santa Barbara Safety Element (2013) indicates that several studies of ocean 

bluff retreat rates have been conducted in the Santa Barbara area.  One study evaluated erosion 
rates over a 70-year period and determined that the highest retreat rate was approximately 12 
inches per year, while the average city-wide erosion rate is eight inches per year.  The estimated 
rates of sea cliff retreat vary due to local differences in the composition and structure of the 
cliffs, the effects of bluff-top development, and barriers located at the base of the cliffs such as 
cobbles, boulders, or rip rap. 
 

K-C Geotechnical (1987) indicated a retreat rate of six to eight inches per year at the 
project site based on a report by Thomas W. Dibble Jr. (1986), which was prepared for the parcel 
at 1837 El Camino de la Luz.  Norris (1988) estimated a rate of four inches of bluff retreat per 
year at the project site based on the review of aerial photographs taken in 1943, 1954 and 1986.  
CGG Consultants (1996) reviewed a series of aerial photographs dated between 1928 and 1995 
and concluded that the top of the bluff at the paved parking area had not changed in over 65 
years, and estimated the bluff retreat rate to be “less than four inches per year.”  Fisher (2001) 
reported that a site 0.56 miles to the west of the project site (station WHEELER) had zero inches 
of retreat since 1927. 

 
The most recent evaluation of bluff retreat rates at the project site was conducted by 

Earth Systems Pacific (2013a).  The Earth Systems Pacific evaluation was based on a 
comparison of the conditions shown on a 1953 aerial photograph and a current topographic map, 
with stereographic interpretation of the 1953 photograph performed using manual and 
digital/computer stereo-scope techniques.  The results were then geo-registered and plotted onto 
a 2010 digital Las Mesa ortho photograph using the computer program Global Mapper.  This 
methodology resulted in a digitally-aided plot that is more accurate than previous bluff retreat 
analyses based on manual methods.  The new analysis determined that the maximum bluff 
erosion retreat over the 59-year period between 1953 and 2012 was five feet, or an average rate 
of 1.02 inches of retreat per year.  A 20 percent increase in retreat rate was added to account for 
potential acceleration due to sea level rise or other uncertainties, resulting in a total retreat rate of 
1.22 inches per year and a 75- year setback of 7.6 feet from the top of bluff. The entire Earth 
Systems Pacific report is provided in EIR Appendix D.   
 
Topical Response No. 5: Access to the Project Site and to the Beach.  
 
Access to the Project Site 
 

The ability of the project to provide adequate access along existing easements was 
evaluated by the Revised Initial Study prepared for the project (EIR Appendix A).  The Initial 
Study includes proposed mitigation measure T-1 (Evidence of Adequate Access), which requires 
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that the project comply with the condition included in the Conditional Certificate of Compliance 
(CCC) issued by the City in 1999.  The condition in the CCC reads as follows: “Provide 
evidence, satisfactory to the City Engineer that the owner of the parcel described herein 
substantially possesses the required amount of legal access that formed the basis of the 
originally approved lot split.” The CCC allows for the property to be legally sold, leased or 
financed; however, the condition of the CCC must be met prior to the issuance of any building 
permits on the property. Because the access to the subject parcel was not clearly and definitely 
established from a legal standpoint, the Initial Study concluded that the proposed use of the 
existing driveway easements has the potential to result in a significant access-related impact.  
The Initial Study also concluded that, with compliance with mitigation measure T-1 (Evidence of 
Adequate Access), the project’s long-term access-related impact, and short-term construction 
equipment access impacts, would be less than significant.   

 
In September of 2009, the Superior Court of the State of California determined that the 

subject parcel has legal access easements that vary in width from 7.5 feet to 15 feet, as shown on 
the 1958 Record of Survey (see sheet A.5 of the project plans).  The Superior Court “Stipulated 
Access Order” states in part: “All parties acknowledge that the access easement on the Franco 
Property is limited to 7.5 feet in width on the southern 7.14 feet of the Franco Property.” The 
Franco property has an address of 1835 El Camino de la Luz.  

 
The existing access easements that would be used to provide access to the proposed 

residence were evaluated by the Fire Department and it was determined that potential fire hazard 
impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of proposed 
mitigation measure H-1 (provide automatic fire sprinklers); H-2 (provide monitored fire alarm 
system); H-3 (comply with high fire hazard area construction requirements); and H-4 (maintain 
sprinkler and alarm systems). 

 
Transportation planning staff analyzed the width of the driveway available to access the 

subject property and states that the 7.5 foot wide access section, which spans a length of 7.14 
feet, would provide less driveway access width than the City’s practice of 10 feet. However, a 
majority of passenger vehicles could access the site. The owners would need to be aware that 
some larger passenger vehicles, construction trucks, recreational vehicles, campers, etc. require a 
greater width, and, without permission from adjacent owners, could not access the site. For 
reference purposes, the City’s Parking Design Standards define a standard design vehicle width 
as 5 foot 10 inches wide. For comparison purposes, a wide passenger vehicle such as a 2010 H1 
Hummer (though no longer in production) is 7 feet 1 inch wide.  

 
Short-term construction vehicle access to the project site would be facilitated by using 

equipment appropriately sized to travel within the 7.5-foot driveway easement that provides 
access to the project site.  The concrete would be pumped in from the street; therefore, large 
ready-mix trucks would not need to access the project to site. The project applicant has indicated 
that the following vehicles, or similar types of vehicles, would be used during project 
construction. 
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Vehicle Type 
Model 

(typical) Typical Uses 
Maximum 

Width Length 

Pickup Truck Ford F250 
Hauling building materials, 

soil, etc. 
6.58 ft. 18.83 ft. 

Front End 
Loader 

John Deere H130 
Grading/foundation 

preparation 
5.15 ft. 9.3 ft. 

Drill Rig 
R10 Man 
Portable 

Drilling caisson holes 4.58 ft. 4.08 ft. 

 
Based on the decision of the Superior Court described above, and the analysis of City 

staff, it has been determined that the property substantially possesses the required amount of 
legal access that formed the basis of the originally approved lot split, and that there is adequate 
access to serve the proposed project at the project site. Therefore, since the compliance with 
mitigation measure T-1 (Evidence of Adequate Access) has been satisfied, it is no longer 
included as a condition of approval. 
 
Access to the Beach 
 

The five neighboring properties that use the project site access driveway have beach 
access easements across the project site. The easements are limited to access and do not include 
the right to engage in recreational activities or beach viewing on the easement area.  
 

There is no evidence of a public beach access easement across the project site. 
 
  



Letter No. 1
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS AND CORRESPONDENCE 
 
Comment Letter No. 1 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
Date: November 29, 2016 
 
1-1. No response is required regarding the distribution of the Second Revised Draft EIR to 

various State agencies.  The only comments regarding the Second Revised Draft EIR 
received from the Office of Planning and Research were from the California Coastal 
Commission (see Comment Letter No. 2) 
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA -- NATURAL  RESOURCES  AGENCY  EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor 

CALIFORNIA  COASTAL  COMMISSION 
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA 
89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST.,  SUITE 200 
VENTURA,  CA  93001   
(805)  585-1800 

1 
 

 

 
December 1, 2016 
 
City of Santa Barbara Planning Division 
c/o Kathleen Kennedy, Project Planner 
630 Garden Street 
Santa Barbara, California 93101 
 
RE:  Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 1837 ½ El Camino de la Luz 

Residence  
 
Dear Ms. Kennedy, 
 
Commission staff has reviewed the Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), 
released in October 2016, for the proposed residence at 1837 ½ El Camino de la Luz and would 
like to provide your staff with the following comments for your consideration.  
 
As provided in the DEIR, the proposed residence at 1837 ½ El Camino de la Luz includes a 
1,934 square foot (net) two-story single-family residence (25 foot maximum height) and a 429 
square foot attached garage. Grading to construct the residence would require 288 cubic yards of 
cut under the building footprint and 21 cubic yards of fill under the proposed driveway. The 
proposed residence would be supported by a drilled caisson foundation system that would 
require seventeen holes to be drilled seven to eight feet deep within the proposed building 
footprint area to hold caissons constructed of reinforcing steel and concrete. Grade beams would 
then be utilized to span between caissons.   
 
The project, as proposed, is located within the jurisdiction of the City of Santa Barbara Local 
Coastal Program (LCP). Due to the project’s proposed siting between the first public road and 
the sea and within 300 feet of the seaward face of a coastal bluff, the project is also within the 
appealable jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission. As such, the proposed project will 
require a coastal development permit from the City of Santa Barbara which would be appealable 
to the Coastal Commission.  
 
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City is required to ensure that 
any Environmental Impact Report generated for the project analyzes all of the projects 
potentially significant environmental effects, as well as the project’s consistency with the City’s 
certified LCP and the California Coastal Act, as incorporated by reference into the LCP through 
Policy 1.1. See 14 Cal. Code Regulations §§ 15121(a), 15161, 15143 and 15151. Policies 2.1, 
2.4, 6.8, 6.10 and 9.1 of the City’s LCP and Coastal Act policies 30212, 30230, 30231, 30250, 
30251, 30252 and 30253 are of particular relevance to this project as they restrict bluff top 
development and require new development to minimize impacts to coastal resources and from 
coastal hazards. Collectively, these policies, in combination with CEQA, require development to 
be sited and designed to prevent impacts to coastal resources such that no less environmentally 

2-1

2-2

Letter No. 2



 2 

damaging, feasible alternative exists for the project and measures to mitigate potential impacts 
from the proposed development are employed to the maximum degree possible.  
 
The subject development of a residence at 1837 ½ El Camino de la Luz proposes to cantilever 
the residence over a canyon bluff that lies directly above Lighthouse Creek and therefore will 
have no setback from the top of the creek bank and the riparian corridor along the creek. As 
proposed, the footprint of the proposed residence will permanently displace a significant portion 
of the riparian habitat onsite. Furthermore, project grading and construction of the drainage 
system will significantly disturb the riparian vegetation, and potentially wildlife, along the 
canyon side of the subject parcel. The DEIR contains a plan for habitat restoration; however, it 
includes the removal of non-native invasive species with chemical herbicides which can cause 
deleterious impacts to coastal waters and riparian habitat. Additionally, the drainage system will 
discharge directly into Lighthouse Creek, which may cause additional significant adverse 
impacts to coastal waters given the immediate connectivity of Lighthouse Creek to the ocean at 
the subject site.  
 
The subject development is proposed to be sited less than eight feet from the coastal bluff edge. 
Although the subject parcel represents a very constrained lot, and the subject coastal bluff has a 
low erosion rate, a setback of less than eight feet constitutes an insufficient setback in regard to 
siting of the project to avoid adverse visual impacts and the strong potential for geologic 
instability given the location’s propensity for both historic and active landslides.    
 
Additionally, the stairway on the coastal bluff face directly in front of the subject parcel has a 
history of public use. Commission staff is concerned that public prescriptive rights for the bluff 
stairway may exist, and the construction of the proposed residence will block public access 
entirely from use of the stairway.  
 
In closing, the proposed project raises serious concerns regarding biological impacts to 
Lighthouse Creek and its riparian corridor, geologic stability of the proposed residence and the 
subject parcel, and public access impacts of the proposed residence. The project involves 
development and substantial alteration of a historically and presently unstable area, placement of 
a permanent structure within the riparian corridor of a coastal waterway, inadequate coastal bluff 
top setbacks, and has the potential to eliminate a public access way to the coast in contravention 
to Policies 2.1, 2.4, 6.8, 6.10 and 9.1 of the City’s LCP and Coastal Act policies 30212, 30230, 
30231, 30250, 30251, 30252 and 30253. Therefore, for these reasons, the project does not appear 
to be consistent with the policies and provisions of the City’s certified LCP.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the DEIR at this time. Please contact me with any 
questions or comments regarding the abovementioned comments. 
 
        Sincerely, 
 
 
        Megan Sinkula 
        Coastal Program Analyst 

 Megan Sinkula

2-2
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Comment Letter No. 2 
California Coastal Commission 
Date: December 1, 2016 
 
2-1. This comment provides introductory statements and information that does not address the 

adequacy of the environmental review provided by the Second Revised Draft EIR.  No 
response is required. 

 
2-2. This comment identifies various City Local Coastal Plan and Coastal Act policies that are 

characterized as of particular relevance to the project.  Several of the identified policies 
were not included in the Second Revised Draft EIR discussion and have been added to 
the Final EIR.  Evaluations of the project’s consistency with the additional polices added 
to the Final EIR is provided below. 

 
California Coastal Act Section 30230.   Marine resources shall be maintained, 

enhanced, and where feasible, restored. Special protection shall be given to areas and 
species of special biological or economic significance. Uses of the marine environment 
shall be carried out in a manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal 
waters and that will maintain healthy populations of all species of marine organisms 
adequate for long-term commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational purposes. 

 
Potentially Consistent.  As identified in the EIR Section 9.1.5 discussion, the 

proposed project would not involve development that would directly affect the marine 
environment or marine organisms.  Potentially significant indirect effects to marine 
resources could result if the project were to result in substantial discharges of pollutants 
to the ocean, however the project’s potential short- and long-term water quality impacts 
would be reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of mitigation 
measures W-1 (Drainage and Water Quality) and GEO-1 (Storm Water Pollution Control, 
Drainage Systems Maintenance and Project Site Landscaping).  Therefore, the proposed 
project is potentially consistent with this Coastal Act Section. 

  
LCP Policy 2.4.  New development projects shall provide vertical access to the 

shoreline consistent with stipulations set forth in Section 30212 of the Coastal Act. 
 

California Coastal Act Section 30212.  Public access from the nearest public 
roadway to the shoreline and along the coast shall be provided in new development 
projects except where: (1) it is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or 
the protection of fragile coastal resources, (2) adequate access exists nearby, or, (3) 
agriculture would be adversely affected. Dedicated accessway shall not be required to be 
opened to public use until a public agency or private association agrees to accept 
responsibility for maintenance and liability of the accessway. 

 
  Potentially Consistent.  As discussed in EIR Section 4.2.1, a steep and narrow dirt 

path has been worn onto the project site bluff face. Wooden stairs near the southwestern 
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corner of the proposed residence development site lead to the path, which switches back 
across the south exposure of the bluff face and terminates at the beach below the adjacent 
property west of the project site.  The location of the path is depicted on EIR Figure 3.3-1 
(Site Plan). Due to its informal construction characteristics, it does not provide 
engineered drainage or safety (i.e., handrails) improvements.  

 
Each of the five properties that use the project site access driveway has a recorded 

beach access easement over the project site. There is no evidence of a public beach access 
easement on the project site. The use of the path by the public would have the potential to 
result in significant erosion and/or safety impacts. The proposed project (a single-family 
residence) would not result in a substantial increase in the demand for coastal access in 
the project area by the public or result in a substantial increase in the use of the path by 
neighbors that have easement rights to use the path. Therefore, there would not be a 
sufficient nexus to require the proposed project to form a private association to accept 
responsibility for maintenance and liability of the accessway for the benefit of the public.  

 
  The LCP identifies two existing coastal access points located near the project site 

that provide public beach access: Mesa Lane Trail, approximately 3,000 feet west of the 
project site; and Oliver Road, approximately 1,500 feet west of the project site.  Other 
public coastal access points are also located in the project site area. 

 
  Based on the potential safety and environmental impacts that could result from the 

use of the existing path by the public, the infeasibility to require the formation of a 
private association to maintain the path and accept liability, and the availability of other 
public access points within one-half mile of the project site, the project would not be 
required to provide a public access to the beach in accordance with the requirements of 
Coastal Act Section 30212.  

 
California Coastal Act Section 30250.  (a) New residential, commercial, or 

industrial development, except as otherwise provided in this division, shall be located 
within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to 
accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with 
adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either 
individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, land divisions, other than 
leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall be permitted only 
where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been developed and the created 
parcels would be no smaller than the average size of surrounding parcels. 

 
Potentially Consistent.  As evaluated in EIR Section 4.2.3 the proposed single-

family residence would be located contiguous with an existing residential neighborhood 
on a parcel that is zoned for residential development.  Adequate fire, police, schools, 
utilities, water and sewer services are available to serve the proposed project.  The 
proposed project does not include a request for a land division.  Therefore, the proposed 
project is potentially consistent with this Coastal Act Section. 
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California Coastal Act Section 30252.  The location and amount of new 

development should maintain and enhance public access to the coast by (1) facilitating 
the provision or extension of transit service, (2) providing commercial facilities within or 
adjoining residential development or in other areas that will minimize the use of coastal 
access roads, (3) providing non-automobile circulation within the development, (4) 
providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving the 
development with public transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public transit for 
high intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assuring that the 
recreational needs of new residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by 
correlating the amount of development with local park acquisition and development 
plans with the provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new development. 

 
Potentially Consistent.  As identified in the EIR analysis, the proposed project is 

limited to the development of one single-family residence.  Due to the small size of the 
project, it would not result in additional population that would substantially increase the 
demand for transit services or commercial services, and would not adversely affect 
existing pedestrian or alternative transportation modes in the project area.  The project 
would provide required on-site parking and would not substantially increase the demand 
for off-site parking; and would not substantially increase the use of recreation facilities in 
the project area.  Therefore, the proposed project is potentially consistent with this 
Coastal Act Section. 

 
2-3. This comment is correct in that the proposed residence would extend approximately 12-

30 feet beyond (east) of the designated top of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope/top of 
bank.  However, the proposed residence would be located approximately 70-80 feet west 
of the riparian vegetation located along the Lighthouse Creek channel.  Vegetation that 
would be directly impacted (removed) by the project is located on the upper portions of 
the canyon slope and is dominated by invasive ornamental species commonly found on 
disturbed sites. 

 
2-4. Section 9.1.1 of the EIR (Impacts Found Not to be Significant: Biological Resources), 

states that the installation of the proposed storm water drainage system would have the 
potential to remove or disturb native vegetation, and to impact animals located on the 
project site.  The EIR identifies eight (8) mitigation measures to reduce the potential 
project-related impacts to a less than significant level, including requirements to: restore 
disturbed areas (mitigation measure BIO-1); minimize impacts to sensitive habitat due to 
construction activities (mitigation measure BIO-8); and to obtain a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (mitigation measure 
BIO-5).  In addition to the required mitigation measures, the project proposes to restore 
8,000 square feet of the upper slopes of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope by removing 
existing non-native vegetation and creating native vegetation habitat (EIR Figure 3.3-8, 
Landscape Plan).  Therefore, the EIR concludes that the project’s temporary and long-
term impacts to biological resources would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
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2-5. Proposed mitigation measure BIO-1 (Habitat Restoration) states that non-native species 

shall be removed from the proposed habitat restoration site using hand and chemical 
methods.  To further minimize the potential for water quality and habitat impacts that 
could result from the use of herbicides, proposed mitigation measure BIO-4 (Erosion 
Control/Water Quality Plan) has been amended to include the following requirement: 

 
 12. The use of herbicides for the removal of non-native plants in the proposed habitat 

restoration area shall be minimized to the extent practical.  If herbicides must be 
used to ensure the removal of non-native plants, herbicide use shall be limited to the 
application of Glyphosate Aquamaster.TM  Herbicide use on the project site shall 
occur only in the proposed habitat restoration area. 

 
 Proposed mitigation measure BIO-4 (Erosion Control/Water Quality Plan) also includes 

the following requirement, which would address the potential for water pollution due to 
the herbicides:  

 
 11. A qualified biologist shall periodically check maintenance of erosion control 

measures and hydromulch during construction and suggest remedies where 
necessary.  

 

 Glyphosate Aquamaster is often used for weed control at sites located near wetland and 
riparian habitat areas.  Its use has been previously recommended by Coastal Commission 
staff for projects located in the project region, including: the southern California Gas 
Company Pipeline Maintenance and Vegetation Management Plan at La Goleta Facility 
in Goleta (E-11-031); and for maintenance activities conducted by the Santa Barbara 
County Flood Control District (Application No. 4-12-064).   

 
2-6. The project’s stormwater drainage system would discharge to Lighthouse Creek, as 

shown on Second Revised Draft EIR Figure 3.3-1 (Site Plan).  Please see response 2-5 
regarding potential water quality impacts that may result from the on-site use of 
herbicides.  As indicated by the response, the implementation of proposed mitigation 
measures would reduce the potential for herbicide-related impacts to coastal waters to a 
less than significant level.  In addition, project-related storm water discharges to the creek 
would not result in a significant erosion or erosion-related water quality impacts based on 
the project’s proposal to discharge water in a non-erosive manner by using ungrouted rip 
rap at the discharge point.  The design of the energy dissipater would be subject to review 
and approval by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife as part of the Streambed 
Alteration Agreement process required by mitigation measure BIO-5. 

 
2-7. The EIR evaluated the potential for bluff retreat impacts at the project site using the 

methodology outlined in the Coastal Commission guidelines titled Establishing 
Development Setbacks from Coastal Bluffs (Johnsson, 2003).  The guidelines describe 
four steps to be used in the evaluation of bluff retreat impacts.  The EIR’s bluff retreat 
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impact evaluation and description of how the analysis was conducted is presented in 
Section 5.2.3 (Geology, Impact Evaluation), and the conclusions of the analysis are 
summarized below. 

 
 The first evaluation step identified the location of the ocean bluff edge.  EIR Figure 5.2-1 

(Revised Top of Bluff Location) depicts the existing (2012) bluff edge and provides a 
description of how the location of the bluff edge was determined.  The Coastal 
Commission Geologist (Johnsson, 2013) reviewed and concurred with the top of bluff 
location depicted by the Second Revised Draft EIR. 

 
 The second evaluation step determines whether the coastal bluff is stable.  The EIR 

provides an extensive evaluation of the slope stability characteristics of the project site 
(EIR Section 5.2.3 and Appendix C) and concludes that the bluff slope is stable and 
would remain stable after the addition of the weight of the proposed residence.  The 
Coastal Commission Geologist (Johnsson, 2013) reviewed and concurred with the slope 
stability analysis conducted for the project.  As described by the 2003 Coastal 
Commission guidelines, if the slope is determined to be stable, a slope stability setback 
from the top of bluff location is not required. 

 
 The third evaluation step calculated the long-term rate of bluff retreat at the project site.  

The EIR provides a detailed description of the methodology used to calculate the bluff 
retreat rate at the project site (Section 5.2.3 and Appendix D).  The analysis estimated 
that over a previous 59-year period, the project site bluff retreated at an average rate of 
approximately 1.02 inches per year.  The Coastal Commission Geologist (Johnsson, 
2013) reviewed and concurred with the bluff retreat analysis conducted for the project 
site.  

 
 The fourth evaluation step accounts for a level of uncertainty that may be associated with 

conducting slope stability and bluff retreat analyses.  As described in the 2003 Coastal 
Commission guidelines, one method involves multiplying the estimated long-term bluff 
retreat rate by factors that generally range from 1.5 to 4.0.  Another method involves 
adding a further buffer of ten feet.  For the proposed project, the long-term bluff retreat 
rate estimate of 1.02 inches per year was increased by 20 percent to 1.22 inches per year.  
The 20 percent increase used for the project analysis accounts for bluff retreat uncertainty 
related to future changes in ocean conditions that may result from climate change, such as 
a rise in sea level and an increase in storm activity wave energy that may potentially 
affect the bluff erosion rate.  Increasing the estimated rate of bluff retreat by 20 percent 
also accounts for the uncertainty associated with slope stability analysis.  The use of the 
20 percent safety factor for both bluff retreat analysis uncertainty (i.e., sea level rise) and 
slope stability evaluation uncertainty is consistent with the analysis methodology outlined 
by the 2003 Coastal Commission guidelines, which describe using a single combined (or 
“double duty”) safety factor for slopes that were determined to be unstable and for bluff 
retreat analysis uncertainty.  For the proposed project, it would be appropriate to use a 
single safety factor for both bluff retreat rate uncertainty and slope stability analysis 
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uncertainty because it has been demonstrated that a project site slope is stable and an 
additional slope instability setback is not required.   

 
The 20 percent safety factor (i.e., a factor of 1.2) that was used for the proposed project 
analysis is somewhat lower than the low end of the suggested safety factor range (i.e., a 
factor of 1.5), but is considered appropriate given stable slope conditions determined to 
exist at the project site and the low bluff retreat rates determined to exist at the project 
site when compared to higher rates that generally exist in other areas of the City. 1        

 
 In conclusion, the EIR’s analysis of potential bluff retreat impacts was conducted 

consistent with the methodology described by the Coastal Commission Establishing 
Development Setbacks from Coastal Bluffs guidelines.  The EIR concludes that after a 75-
year analysis period the project site ocean bluff may be located very near the proposed 
residence, however, the structure would not be undermined.  Therefore, potential slope 
stability/bluff retreat impacts are identified as a potentially significant impact that would 
be reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of mitigation measures 
that would reduce the potential for project uses (e.g., landscaping, irrigation) that could 
potentially change or increase slope stability risk and bluff retreat rates (mitigation 
measure GEO-1, Storm Water Pollution Control, Drainage Systems Maintenance and 
Project Site Landscaping).  

 
This comment states that “a setback of less than eight feet constitutes an insufficient 
setback in regard to siting of the project to avoid adverse visual impacts and the strong 
potential for geologic instability given the location’s propensity for both historic and 
active landslides.”  The site-specific slope stability evaluation prepared for the project 
(EIR Appendix C) determined that the project site slope is stable under static and 
earthquake conditions per State standards, and under conditions of increased groundwater 
levels at the project site.  The EIR and slope stability analysis also describe and depict a 
small wedge-type historic landslide located at the southeast corner of the project site, 
however, no active landslides have been identified at the project site.  Therefore, the 
project site does not have a “propensity” for instability as suggested by this comment.   
 
The comment does not specify what type of adverse visual impacts could occur at the 
project site as a result of bluff retreat.  The Revised Initial Study (EIR Appendix A) 
includes photosimulations prepared for the originally proposed project design.  The 
original design was a two-story residence that would have had a structure height 
approximately 10 feet higher than the current project design that is depicted in Final EIR 
Figures 3.3-2 and 3.3-3.  The previous project design simulations show that the residence 
would have been partially visible from selected viewpoints along the beach near the 

                                                 
1 The City’s 2013 Safety Element reports a wide range of bluff retreat rates in the City.  One study (Griggs, 2012) 
reported average long-term retreat rates between six and 12 inches per year.  Another study (Hapke and Reid, 2007) 
reported retreat rates ranging between four to 18 inches per year.  The Safety Element acknowledges that site-
specific conditions can result in a wide variation in retreat rates. 
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project site.  The Second Revised Draft EIR concluded that, based on the 
photosimulations prepared for the previous project design, the current project design 
would not result in significant impacts to views from the beach because the original 
(taller) residence design would not have interfered with views of scenic resources such as 
the Santa Ynez Mountains; and the reduced height of the current project design would 
make the proposed residence less visible from the beach than what is depicted by the 
original residence design photosimulations.   
 
The project is of limited scope and would be in-fill development of an existing lot 
designated for residential use within the context of an existing coastal residential 
neighborhood. Although the proposed residence would be visible from various 
viewpoints located along the beach, the project would not result in the loss of a 
substantial amount of open space or in grading or vegetation removal involving 
significant impacts to existing views from the adjacent beach.  In addition, the proposed 
residence would have a size that is similar to or smaller than other ocean front homes in 
the project area.  Also, the proposed design must be approved by the City’s Single Family 
Design Board, which would ensure design consistency with other nearby residences that 
can be seen from the beach. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in 
significant impacts to views that are provided from the beach and those impacts would 
not be substantially increased by the landward retreat of the project site ocean bluff.  
 

2-8. The five neighboring properties that use the project site access driveway have beach 
access easements across the project site. The easements are limited to access and do not 
include the right to engage in recreational activities or beach viewing on the easement 
area. There is no evidence that prescriptive rights have been accrued by the public.  Also, 
as shown on EIR Figure 3.3-1 (Site Plan), the proposed project would not block or 
interfere with the existing three-foot wide pedestrian access easement located along the 
western perimeter of the project site.  

 
2-9. This comment summarizes comments raised in comments 2-1 through 2-8 above.  Please 

refer to the responses for those comments. 
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Comment Letter No. 3 
United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service  
Date: December 6, 2016 

3-1. This comment provides introductory remarks and does not address the impact evaluation 
provided by the EIR.  No response is required. 

 
3-2. Monarch butterfly aggregation habitat is primarily dominated by eucalyptus trees 

(Meade, 1999).  The Revised Initial Study prepared for the project (Second Revised Draft 
EIR Appendix A) states that habitat for monarch butterflies consists primarily of 
eucalyptus windrows (roost sites),  and grassland and scrub (foraging habitat).  The 
Revised Initial Study also states that known roosts occur within one mile of the project 
site, with an autumnal roost located in La Mesa Park approximately 1,000 feet north and 
east of the project site.  Meade (1999) identifies the roosting site as being located in 
eucalyptus trees in the northwest corner of the park.  The Revised Initial Study concludes 
that there is no potential for monarch presence on the project site due to lack of suitable 
habitat.  Vegetation that would be removed by the project would consist primarily of non-
native and invasive plants, which would not have an adverse effect on any monarch 
population that may occur near the project site.  Scrub habitat located on the middle 
portion of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope and the south-facing ocean bluff, could 
potentially provide limited foraging habitat, but would not be removed by the project.  
Based on the absence of suitable monarch butterfly habitat on the portions of the project 
site that would be disturbed by construction activity, on-site surveys are not required and 
the project would not result in short- or long-term activities that would have the potential 
to impact off-site butterfly populations. 
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SANTA BARBARA URBAN CREEKS COUNCIL 
P.O. Box 1467,  Santa Barbara,  CA  93102    (805) 962-8260    sbucc@silcom.com                   

http://www.sb-urbancreeks.org 

 

 
November 17, 2016 
       
City of Santa Barbara Planning Division 
PO Box 1990 
Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990 
 
Attn:  Kathleen Kennedy 
Associate Planner 
kkennedy@santabarbaraca.gov 
PCSecretary@SantaBarbaraCa.gov 
 
Re:  2nd DEIR - 1837 1/2 El Camino de la Luz,  MST2002-00214 
 
Honorable Commissioners, 
  
Santa Barbara Urban Creek Council, SBUCC, is a 501(c)(3) non-profit active since 1989 
representing over 2,000 members in advocating protection and enhancement of urban streams 
and watersheds on the south coast of Santa Barbara County.  Our comments on 2nd Draft EIR 
begin below. 
 
 

Page 6-4 of the Draft EIR 
 
LCP Policy 6.10. The City shall require a setback buffer for native vegetation between the top of the bank 
and any proposed project. This setback will vary depending upon the conditions of the site and the 
environmental impact of the proposed project. 
 
Potentially Consistent. The eastern portion of the proposed residence would extend approximately 12 to 30 
feet beyond (east) of the designated top of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope, however, the residence 
would be approximately 70-80 feet west of the Lighthouse Creek channel. The vegetation on the 
Lighthouse Creek canyon slope that would be directly impacted (i.e., removed) by the project consists 
mostly of non- native species that provide little biological value. Native vegetation on the mid- and lower-
portions of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope and in the creek channel provides “moderately high” 
quality habitat for amphibians, reptiles, birds and small mammals. Wildlife expected to use on-site native 
habitat, however, would generally be species tolerant of nearby urban uses. The proposed residence would 
generally be located approximately 20 to 30 feet, at minimum, from the middle portions of the Lighthouse 
Creek canyon slope where native vegetation is located. This setback from the existing native vegetation 
would be adequate given the predominate use of the area by wildlife that is tolerant of urban uses and the 
low-intensity characteristics of the proposed single- family residence. Therefore, the proposed project is 
potentially consistent with this LCP policy. 
 
LCP policy 6.10 The City shall (shall meaning will), require a set back buffer for native vegetation 
between the top of the bank and any proposed project. 
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Figure 5.2-3 of the 2nd Draft EIR, The Project Site Geology Cross-Section, recommends a 10 foot Top of 
Slope building setback.  

 
SBUCC Comment:  This project has no setback buffer. In fact, it goes in the opposite direction 
by 30 feet. It encroaches on the Creek. Not only is there no buffer, there is a minus buffer. The 
project’s design takes away any buffer opportunity. 
 
Urban Creeks Council and the City's Creeks Division recommend a 50 foot setback, as this is the 
minimum standard throughout Santa Barbara County.  The 50 foot setback is important in order 
to maintain riparian habitat, improve water quality, and protect residence from losing creek-side 
property by erosion.  The proposed development sits on an outside bend of the creek, the side 
most prone to erosion in heavy rains. Soils in this area are historically unstable. If this house is 
built as designed, when soils do move, the homeowners would then argue that additional 
concrete structures would need to be built in the Creek to protect their property. 
 
 

LCP Policy 6.8. The riparian resources, biological productivity, and water quality of the City’s coastal 
zone Creeks shall be maintained, preserved, enhanced and, where feasible, restored. 

 
SBUCC Comment:  A  30 foot encroachment below Top of Bank cannot maintain, preserve, 
enhance, or restore a Creek. 
    
Lighthouse Creek is a valuable community asset. In year 2020, the Santa Barbara City Creeks 
Division is planning restoration of Lighthouse Creek including re-vegetation and trails. 
 
Please protect this section of Lighthouse Creek and require any development there to have an 
adequate buffer from the Creek.  Creek setbacks are required on every creek in the City and 
County. The 2nd Draft EIR needs to address Creek setbacks when their proposed development is 
adjacent to a Creek. All recent Creek-side developments in Santa Barbara have been scrutinized 
regarding Top of Bank setback requirements for good reason. 
 
This project would build into the Creek bank, setting a terrible precedent for other Creeks in 
Santa Barbara. 
  
Thank you for your consideration, 
 

 
Rick Frickmann, President 
Santa Barbara Urban Creeks Council 
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Comment Letter No. 4 
Santa Barbara Urban Creeks Council 
Date: November 17, 2016 

 
4-1. The City of Santa Barbara does not have a specified creek setback policy or ordinance 

provision applicable to the project. Local Coastal Plan Policy 6.10 provides for 
determination of an adequate creek setback that will vary in size based on site-specific 
conditions and environmental impacts, toward the purpose of protecting creek resources 
such as water quality and biological resources.  

 
The 10-foot setback depicted on EIR Figures 5.2-2 and 5.2-3 was recommended by the 
Lighthouse Creek slope stability evaluation (Earth Systems Pacific, 2013; EIR Appendix 
E) if the proposed residence did not use a caisson-supported foundation system.  As 
stated in EIR Section 3.3.3 (Grading) the project has proposed the use of a caisson-
supported foundation system.  Therefore, the 10-foot edge of canyon slope setback is not 
required and has not been proposed. 

 
As stated by the EIR’s evaluation of the project’s consistency with LCP Policy 6.10, the 
proposed residence would be located approximately 70-80 feet from the Lighthouse 
Creek Channel, and approximately 20-30 feet from higher value native vegetation on the 
middle portion of the slope.  Therefore, the project would provide a setback from 
sensitive habitat located on the project site.   

 
Regarding the comment’s reference to County minimum setback standard, the project is 
within City of Santa Barbara jurisdiction, not unincorporated County jurisdiction, and 
County standards are not applicable to the project. It is noted however, that the County 
ordinance governing development along watercourses does allow development within 50 
feet of a watercourse when found consistent with the stated purposes of setbacks for 
prevention of undue flood damage and protecting the public health, safety and welfare. 
The County also has an environmental guideline used in their environmental review 
evaluations.  
 
As described by the Revised Initial Study prepared for the project (Appendix A) and EIR 
Section 9.1.5 (Impacts Found Not to be Significant: Water Environment), the proposed 
project would not be damaged by flood waters in Lighthouse Creek; would not result in 
increased flooding impacts to downstream properties; would not result in significant 
flooding-related health, safety or welfare impacts; and with the implementation of 
mitigation measures identified by the Revised Initial Study would not result in significant 
water quality impacts. EIR Section 9.1.1 (Impacts Found Not to be Significant: 
Biological Resources) concluded that with the implementation of identified mitigation 
measures the project would not result in significant impacts to riparian habitat. In 
addition, EIR Section 5.2 (Geology) concluded that the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope 
does not exhibit evidence of recent erosion-related impacts, and that the project would 
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not result in significant impacts to the stability of the slope.  Therefore, the project with 
development setbacks as proposed would not result in a significant impact or policy 
inconsistency.  
 
The Lighthouse Creek slope stability evaluation (Earth Systems Pacific, 2013; Second 
Revised Draft EIR Appendix E) provided the following description of erosion 
conditions associated with Lighthouse Creek on the project site: 
 
“Erosion along the creek appears to be confined within the thread of the creek.  No 
defined eroded banks were observed within the bottom of the creek adjacent to the 
proposed building area.  In addition, no significant erosion has occurred along the top 
edge of the canyon slope during the last 60 years.” 
 
In addition, the Lighthouse Creek slope stability evaluation concluded that the 
Monterey formation bedrock, colluvial soils on the lower half of the canyon slope and 
the bottom of the creek, and fill soils on the upper portion of the project site were all 
grossly stable.  Potential stability impacts that could be associated with the fill soils on 
the upper portions of the canyon slope would be reduced to a less than significant level 
by the proposed use of a caisson supported foundation system.   
 

4-2. The EIR and the Revised Initial Study prepared for the project concluded that the 
location, construction, and use of the proposed residence would not result in significant 
impacts to native vegetation located along Lighthouse Creek on the project site.  The 
project is of limited scope involving a small area of disturbance. As proposed, the 
residence would be located a minimum of approximately 20-30 feet west of the coastal 
bluff scrub habitat that is located on the central portion of the project site slope that 
descends to Lighthouse Creek, and approximately 70-80 feet west of the riparian 
vegetation located along the Lighthouse Creek channel.  Therefore, the project would 
provide substantial setbacks from the native vegetation on the project site that has 
higher habitat and biological value.  The vegetation on the Lighthouse Creek canyon 
slope that would be directly impacted (i.e., removed) by the project consists mostly of 
non-native and invasive plant species that provide little biological value.  In addition, 
the project would restore approximately 8,000 square feet of the upper slopes of the 
Lighthouse Creek canyon slope by removing existing non-native vegetation and 
creating native vegetation habitat (EIR Figure 3.3-8, Landscape Plan) thereby more 
than offsetting the effects of project disturbance. 

 
4-3. Please see prior responses regarding proposed creek setback and EIR impact analysis. 

This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter and does not address the 
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis provided by the EIR.  No additional 
response is required.  
 



5-1

Letter No. 5



5-1



5-1



5-1



5-1



5-1

5-2

5-3

5-4

5-5



5-6

5-7

5-8

5-9

5-10

5-11

5-12



5-13

5-14

5-15

5-16



5-17

5-18

5-19

5-20

5-21



5-22

5-23

5-24

5-25

5-26

5-27

5-28



5-29

5-30

5-31



5-31

5-32

5-33



5-34

5-35

5-36

5-37

5-38



5-38

5-39

5-40

5-41

5-42



5-43

5-44

5-45

5-46



5-46

5-47



5-48

5-49

5-50

5-51



5-52

5-53



EXHIBIT A 





EXHIBIT B 





EXHIBIT C 



EXHIBIT D 



















EXHIBIT E 





EXHIBIT F 



EXHIBIT G 



�������	
��
����
�������
�����
����
��
�����������
���
������

��
������	
���
��


�
����
�������
���	�
��
��
�����
	�
�
� ����
!�"�
#�$�
����	
%�
&�� �

��
�����		�
��
�

�����
��
�		����
������

���������
��������
�
�����������

�������
��
 �!"��#��
$��������
���
�		�������

��

��%"�
 �! �!�
"'"#�
�()$�%*�

��
����
����������
���
!��	��������

%��
 +��+�
,

��-�
�
�
.//
�
,

!�������-
������
��	��
./�
.//
�
,

!����0
������
%���
��
.//
�

��������
 �	
��
 ������
 
����
��
 �����

 ���
��
 �����
����������
���
�������
�

����
�	
��
���
�������
������
������
�
	��

�

����
�
��
����
1����
������
�
��������
���
��������
����� 
��
��
!������
���
�� 
"��
�#$�%& 
������'
(�
)�)���
 
 *� 
 �	�����
 ������
 ��
 �	
�� 
�
�
�	
��
���������
���
�����
��
+����� 
,������ 
*� 
����
 ����-
 .�/
 �	
��
 	��
 
��
 �
������
 ��
 ������
 ���
����
��
 ���
����
�����
��
 ����
 ����
	��

��
 ������
��
����������2
 .$/
��������
�����
����
 �
������

 ������
	��
������
�������
 ��
 ������2
 .3/
 �	
��
	��
 �
������
 ��
������
���
���1��1���'��
����
���
��
��
����
������
	��
����������2
 .4/
�	
��
	��

��
�
������
 ��
�����
�����

���
����
���
�
��
������
����
�	
��
��������
�

��������
��
��
����2
�
�
.�/
�	
��
	��

��
�
������
��
�����
��5�
�����

+��������

6���
7���
����
.#/

��� ����	
���
�
�����
8�����
9������
�
�
�����������
��

:����
���
��
�����

��������
 �	
��
 	��
 
��
 �
������
 ��
 ����
��
 ���
����
 �����
 ��
 ���
 ��������
 ��
������
����
�����
����������
����

����
���
�������
��
 ����
 �	
��
 ���
 �������
 ������
������
�
 	��

 �

 ����
 �
��
 ����
1����
������
�
 ��������
 ���

 ��
 ��������
 	��
���������
 	���
 �
��
 ����
1����
 ������
�2

����������5�

����
��
���

��
�����
��������
��
 ����
 �����
 ��
��
 �������
 ������
�
 
����
��������
6���5�
 

�!���!���!���
;
3333�

!����
����
����
����
����
���

��� �����	
��
��
����
8�����
9������
�
�
�����������
��

:����
���
��
�����

��������
�	
��
	��
�
������
��
��������
�����
��
��������
����
 �
������

 �������
	����
	��
����������
 ���
 �
�������
 ��
 ������
 ���
 �����
����������5�
 
����
��
 �

 �������
�

 ����
�	
��
���
�������
������
������
�
	��

 �

����
�
��
����
1����
������
�
��������
6���5�
 

�!���!���!���
;
3333�

!����
����
����
����
����
���

��� �����	
��
��
����
8�����
9������
�
�
�����������
��

:����
���
��
�����

<��1��1������
 ����
���
 ��	���
 �������

��������
	���
��������
�	�����
��
������
��
 ��������
 �	
���
 �

 
����
��
 �����

���
��
 �����
 ����������
 ���
�������
�

 ����
�	
��
���
�������
������
������
�
	��

 �

����
 �
��
 ����
1����
 ������
�
 ��������
 ���
�
��
 ��
���
�
 �

 ����
 ����
�	
��
����������
������
�

������

 ����
����
����
����
����
���

!�� �����	
��
��
����
8�����
9������
�
�
�����������
��

:����
���
��
�����

�����
 �����
 ���
 
��
 ���
 �

 �����

 ��
 �	���
��������
�	
��
������
 ���
���
 ����
�	
��
��������
���
�
�

���������
�
��
���������
�

 
����
��
 �����

 ���
��
 �����
 ����������
���
 �������
�

 ����
 �	
��
 ���
 �������
������
������
�
	��

�

����
�
��
����
1����
������
�
�������
�
�
��������
	��
���������2
�	
��
 ������
 ��
��������
���
���������
 ����
���
�������
 ����
 	��
 �����
����
 
��������
 ��
���������
��

�����
����
����
����
����
���

�������	
��
����
�������
�����
����
��
�����������
���
������

  
������	
���
��


�
����
�������
���	�
��
��
���!�
	�
�
! !���
!�"�
#�$�
����	
%�
&�� �

!�� ������
�	

����
=�
��
��
��
�����
��
8������

���������
 �����
 ����
 �����
 ���
 �����
��
�
���������
 ��
 >�����
�
 ��
 
��
 ����
�
��������
�
������
��
��
��������
��
�����
��
�����

�
�����
����
����
����
����
���

��� ������
�	

����
�����
��
��
�����
�����

������
�	

����
�����
��
��
�����
�����

���������
 �����
���

�
��	��
�

������
 ��
��
�����
 �����������
 ��
 	��
���
 ��
 ��
 	����
�����
���

�����
����
����
����
����
���

��� ������
��
�
����
8����� 
9����� 
�
�
!����������
��

:����
���
��
�����

9������
�	�����
��
��������
�	
��
���
����
���
�
 �

 ��������
�
 �������� 
 �

 
������
��
�����

����
��
�����
����������
���
�������
�
�
����
�	
��
���
�������
������
������
�
	��

�

����
�
��
����
1����
������
�
������� 
���

��
����
��
��
����������
��
?"@@
������
���
�������
��
�	
��
�

���
���������

��
��
����2
������ 
 ?AA�AA
 ���
 ����
 	��
 �����������
�������
��
�����
����
������
����
���
�����

���
�
����
��
	��#
����
�	
��
���������
�

��������
�
���������

�����
����
����
����
����
���

��� �����	
��
��
����
8������
9������
�
�
�����������
��

:����
���
��
�����

��������
�	
��
	��

��
�
������
��
�����
��5�
����
 �

 �����

 ����
��
 �����
 ����������
 ����

������
���
 �������
��
 ����
 �	
��
 ���
 ���
����
 ������
 ������
�
 	��

 �

 ����
 �
��
����
1����
 ������
�
 ��������
 ����
�
 �������
��
�������
�
�������
�
���
����
�����
6���5�
 

�!���!�!���
;
�@"��

�
!����
����
����
����
����
���

�����	���
		

#	�
 ��$�

%��� 
 %%��& 
 '����
 ��
 ��
�����
 $�
��
 %�������
 ���
����
����
�
�
�������
��

(�����
 (���
�
 �������
 =����
�
 B
  �����
 '�����
 )�
(���
�
��	��
��
%�
���*��
�
�
)������
 C�
(���
�
���
 
������
���
����
��
��
�
�
�����
��
���

!��	��	

%��� 
(C�%:8��
 ��������
'�������

C

����
�����

���
�����
����������5�

������
���
	�
����
����
���

������
��
��
���
����������
���

��
�����
���
��������
��
����
������
����������
���
��������
�	
��
��

��
�
������
��
�������
��������
��
���
����
�

�����
��
���
���������
6�
����
����
 ���
 �����
�����
���������
�������
��
�����
�������
��
���
�	���
��
��������
6�
�������

= !�$

C

�+,A�
7������
%�������
���������
���
����
�����
���
�
������
 ��
 ��������
 �

 ���
 !���
 ��
 $�
��
 %������
 -���
!���.�
7�
����
?"4��@@
 ���
 ���
�
��������
 ����
:����	
	��
 �������
 ���
 $�
��
 %������
 �����
 !����
�
 -�����
!����
�.
	����
����
 ������
�
������
��
�����
 �
����
���
���
 ������
 �
�����
 �����
 ��
 ���
 ���
 �
�
 �

 �������
�
�
������
�
���
������
��
����
	����

%��������
�
 �����
��
�����
���

��
 ��
�����
���
 ������
��
�

 ���
 �������
 C

 '�
�
 ��
 �+&+�
 ����
�
 ���
 ��������
�
��������
 ��
 ����
��
 ����
 ���
 ������
 ������
�
	��
 �
��
����

�
�
�
����
����
	����
�
�

��
��
����
��
�������
���
��
���
�����
!����
��
���
!���
�������
��
�����
�
������
�
������
 	������
 �
 ��1����
 	���
 ������
��
 ���
 �����
!����
�
 ��
�����
 ?4"�&,��
 �������
��
�
 ���
 ��������
�����
��
 �
�������
��
 ���
 �����
 �
����
��
������
 �
������

�
�������
��

%�������
 ����
 ���
 �����
 !����
�
 ������
�
 ����������5�

������
��
�

�������
�
�
����
%�������
���
�
��
����
	���
������
��
%�������
������
���
�������
���
����
��
�����
��
���
���������
��
��
���
�
�

��
��������

���
�
�
�
����
���
�
����
���
��
��������
�
������
����������
��
���



�������	
��
����
�������
�����
����
��
�����������
���
������

  
������	
���
��


�
����
�������
���	�
��
��
���"�
	�
�
" "���
!�"�
#�$�
����	
%�
&��  

�����
!����
�
���

��
��
�
 ��
	��

������
��
���
�
��
D������
�
����������
	��
���
����
�
��
��������

 �
 �����
%�������
 ���������
 ����
 �

�+&+
	��

��
 ����
��
��
 ���
������
 �

 ������
 ���
��������
	��
	����
 ?&@@�@@@
	���
 ���
 ��
 ����
 ������
�
 �
�
 
����
�
 	������
 ���
������
��
 %�������
 �������
 ����
 �������
 �++"
 ��
 ���
���
��
���*��
����
���
���
����
 �����
��
��������
�����
�
�
 �������������
 �
�
 �
��
����
�
 ����
 �

 ���
 ����
�
��
?",�3&��"��
���
�����
!����
�
������
 ����
%�������
����
���
	���
?"���"4�4@
�������
�+&+�
���
����
%�������
����������
���
������
�

������

%�������
����
�������
?"&@�@@@
��
�����
�����

 ���
���
�	

 ����
 �������
 ��
 ���������
�
 ��
 ���
 �������
 7�
���������
��
���
�
�4@@
�����
�
�
	��
������
�
?"@@
���
����
��
���
�����
��
���
�����

���
�����
�����
���
�
����
���
�������
��
�������
���
���
�����
!����
�5�

������
��
	��

��
���
?&@@�@@@
����
�

���
����
�����
��
 ���
���������
���
 %��� 
 ���
 ?4"�&,�
�������
��
���
�����
!����
��
���
�����
����
%�������
��
�����
����
���
�����
!����
�5�
����������
��
�����
����*
�

����
����
��

���
�����
�����
����
�	�����
%�������
?"���"4�4@
���
���
��
 ���*��
 �����
 ����
���
 �
���
 ���
 ������
 �

 �����
 	��
�����������
 �
 ��
 �����
�����

 ���
%�������5
 �����
 ���
�����
 ���
�
 ��@
 �����
 �������
���
 ���
 ����
 %�������
����
���
 ����
 �������
 ���
 
���
 ��
 ����
 �������
 ���
�����
 ������
%�������
	��

��
 �
������
 ��
 �����
�����

��
���
��������
����
��
�
��
�����
 �������
��
�����������
�����
���
��
���

��
����
�
��
���
�����
�����
���
�
����
�
����
����
	����
��
?AA�AA
���
�����
C�
�	�����
%�������
?�@�@@@
 ��
 �����
�����

 ���
 ���
 �����
 ���
 �����
 �����
���
�

�
�����
���
�	����
�
%�������
�����
��5�
����
���
���������
�
 ���

������
��
�����
�
 C�
 ���������
�	�����
�
�����
��
?3���"4�4@
 �

�������

��
���
����
�
�������
��
�����
��
���
�����
!����
��

9C$!E$$C<'

C

%�������
��
��
��
���
�����
�����
�����
�

�����
�
��
�	���
���
?&@@�@@@
���
����
��
���
����
�����
��
���
���������
6�
���������

%%��� 
 ��� 
���
�������
��
�������
���

������
��
��
F���
���
����
�
	����
	���
�����
����
���
���
���
�������
�
�����������
������
�����������G
-!���!����
;
3333�.
���
D������

 ����
 ��
 	������
 ���
 
������
��
 ��
 ���
 �����
!����
�
 ������
 ���
��������
 ��
 ����
 ���
����
 ������
%�������
 ���������
 ���
 ��������
 ���
 
�
 ���
����
 �����
�������
��
���*��
�
��������
�
������
�
���
�������
'����
�
���
�����
!����
�
���
��
���

��
��
������
���
��������
��
���*
�
��������
�
������
������
��
 
��������
�
������
�
������
 
����
 ��������
�����
 ���
�����
!����
�
 ��

��
��
������
���
�
�
����
��
���
����
�����
��
���
��������
������
��
���
���*
��
���
������
��

������
 �	
 
���
 ���	
 
����
 ��	
 ����@�
 �@A
 ��������3�
3A��
�A�
����8����
44�
�����������
���
����
��
��������

�

�������
�
�� ����
���
����������5�

������
���
!����
���
����������
������
��
��������
����
���
����
�����5
������
	��
���>���
 ��
�
 �
����
 �
������
 �

�
 �����
������
����
�����
������
 �

 �����
 ��D����
�
 ���
 ����������
 ��
 �����

 �
�������
��
���
 �
����
�
�������
C

�������
�
���
������
�
�
��
 �
 �� �����
 ���
 �����
 ������"
 F!��
 �����
 ��� �
�
 ��
���#� ���
 �����
 ��
 �����
 ��
 	��
�
 H���������I
 ������
����������
 ���
 �
 ���
 ��
 �
 ��
 ���
 	��
 ������
 ���
����
 �
��
���>���
 �
 ���
����������5
�������
 ������������
�����
 ���
 ����
 �
 �������
 �
 ���
 ����������
 ���
 ��
�����
���
����
�
��
���>���
�
���
����������5
��������
���
���
�
�������
����
��������
��
��
�
�����
�������
�
����������5
��������
��
���
����������
 $%�� 
��������
�
��
����
��D������
���
����������
�
�����
�
�������
�
����
���������G
����
��
���
3�	
3�3�
�A
����8����
44���

��� 
7���
���
�����
������5�
����������
����� 
!�������
�
 ���� 
 ?	4�@@
 �
 �
 "��������
 ������
 �
 ��������
9������
 ��
 ���
 �����
 �
 ?	4�@@
 ����
 ��������
 ���
� �D����
 �
 ���������
 !�������
 ��
 ���
 ���
 �
 ����
�����
���
�����
����
����������
#����"� 
!�������
	��
� �D������
 ��������� 
 ��
 ���
 ���
 �
 ���
 ��������
����
 #�
 �������
 �
 ���
 ?4	��$
 �����
 �������
 ����
�����
 ����������
 ���
��������
�����
����
 ��
 ��������
�����
�������� 
��
���
������
%������
��������
�� 
��
�
�����
�����
��������
�����
��
� �������
��� 
�
�������
 ������
��
���
&���
A
6��'���
(������
�
����)�	
&���
� �
�����
�����
;
�3�$�
��
�A���
!�������
 ��
��
�������
�
 ������
 ����
 ���
 �����
 ����
 ���� 
 ��
 ��#���������
 ���
��������
�����
��
���������

!�������5
 ��������
 �
 �������	
��
 ��
 ���	���
 ���	���
��	��
���
������
���3�
��A
��������� 
��3 
�3
!�� 
��A
 �"
 ��"����� �
 #���� 
 ��
  �"��""���
 ���#�����
 �� ��

�������	
��
����
�������
�����
����
��
�����������
���
������

  
������	
���
��


�
����
$��!"�#
��*	�
"�
��
$��%!
	�
�
% %#��
!�"�
#�$�
#!�#	
%�
&"� %

�
 �����
 �
 �����
 ��"������
 ���
 ����
 "����  
 FC�
 "���"
D����
��������
�
�"
����
���#�����
"��� 
#�
���"��� 
#�
 ��������
 ��
 ���
 "����
 �
 ���
 �������
 ���"� 
 #�
 ���
 �����
��
�����
�"
�
���
 ���
�
���
 �"�"���
�
���
 ����� 
���"��� 
#�
���
�"�
�
	����
���
�������
�"
����
#����
 �"�� �G
����
��
��
�3@ 
�3
!�� 
��A��

&��
���#�����
�� ��
�
�����
�
�����
��"������ 
�"
 �"��""� 
��
�������	
���
��
�����	�
��
������
�
�
���
������
�
�
 ���
 �
����
��
�
������
���
<������J��5�
����

���
������
 

 ���
 �
�����
 �
 �����
 �
����
���
 7����
 ���
	������
�
�
�����
�
�����5�
���������
�
���
�
�����
��

�
������
��
C
������
���
�
���
�
����
��
�����



������
���
E
���
���
�����	���
���
�����
���
�����
����
�
���
�����
�	��
�
������
��
���
�
�����


�
�����
�

������
��
����
 ������
 �����
 ���
 3333�
 ����
 �����

 ��	���
��	����
 ��
 
������
��
 �
 ���
 �����	�
�
 ����	�����
������
��
���
�����
�	��
�5�
���
�
	����
�

CC

��������
���
�
��
��
���
�����
����
�����
 �

������
�
����
��	�����

��� 
��������
������
����
���
�����
����
�����

�
����
������
 ��
 ���
 �
�
�
 �� �
 �

 ���������
�
��	����
 ��
���
��
�
��!��
����
����
���
�� �
��
���
����
��������
���������
 ���
������
 �

 ������
���
����
 �������
 �
 �����
�
������
�
���	���
�
�
��
!
��
 ���
 ��
�
���


������
���
�����
����
���

�
���
�

������
�
�
�����
��	����
��
����
���
	���


��
�
�����
��������
����
��
��
���
���������

��������
������
��
 �����
����
���

�������
��	����
��
���
�
�
�	��
���
���
�����
����
��
�


��������
�����
��
��������
���
�
�
 "%�' 
�
�	��
���
�����
����
���
 �����
��������
 ?�@�@@@
 ��
 ���
 ��	�
 ��
 ���
�
 ����
������
���

���
�
����
�	�
�
�����

��� 
 ��� 
 �%� 
��������
�	����
�
���
�����
����
�������
��	����
��
�	�
�
���
��	�
��
���
��
���

�
����
���
�����
����
���

�
�
��
���
 ����
���
 ���
 ��	�
��������
����
��
 ""��� 
 ���
�
���
 ����
����

��������
 ��
 ���

������	�
�
�
���
�������
���
�����
����
�		�����


�����
��������
��	���
������
�
�����
���
�����

�
����
6�
	���
�����
���
�����
��
�
��������
�
���
>���	�
�
��

�
����
�
��������
�
������
�
��
��������
��
���
�����
�
�����
#���
������	
��
�
�	���
������
���
����@�
��4
��������3�
 ��A�
 � ��
 � 4
����8����
 �A���
6�
 ����
 !
����
!
������
�
"!#����
���
"����������
$
�
���!�##
�
�
�����
���
�����!"��
���%&'�
�
(�	��
�	
&���	
���
���� �
���
��������3�
�4�3�
�4� �
�3�
����8����
�A@��

��� 
�������#
 ��#
 ")����!#
 ����
 ���
 �)�!�
 �������
��#
"��"������
��
?AA�AA
���
����
������
���!
���
?�@@
�����
 $��
$
�
��!��#��
���
 �!
�������!�
��#
��������
�������#
��#
!�
���$�)�!�
���
��*
$
�
��!��#��
C!#����
$
")��!#���!�
�������#
��
���
�����
����
$
�
��!��#��
���
 �����
 "���
�������
)��#����
 ")��!#���!
��
 ���
���#!����
�����
����
$�
�
���#!
��!�
���
����
$
��*
�������#
���$�)��
�!
�������!�
��#
��������
�����
��#
!
"�������
�����!"�
$
���
���#!����
�����
����
$�
#�"�
��*�
���
��"��#�
�������#
���
���
�����!
$
��$�
 �$
���
�����
"���
�����
��
����
��
�����
�!
������!�
�������#
�!����!�
 $�
 ��#
 ��*�
 ���#
 �����
 ��#
 !
 ���>���"�
�
�������#
 �!
)��#���!�
 ")��!#���!
 ��
 ?AA�AA�
(
�����#��
 �#
�����!����
 �$��
%���'�
 �
&	
���
 ����A�
 4A
������
����
�3A�
���
!���
�43��

��� 
=�!�����
�������#
"���)#
���
"���
�����
�!
$����!�
�
�����
 ����!��5#
 $��#�
���
 $
�����
!�"�����
 #�"��!
�@��
 ������#
 �!
 �����
 F:�"���
 �#
 ����!��5#
 $��#
 ���
#��"�$�"����
 �������
 $�
 ��
 #�������
 ���
 )��#���
 �!�
)��
 $
 ")��!#���!
 $
 ����!��#
 �!�
 "�!#���#
 ��
���
 �#
 ��$�
 �
 ���
�����)�!��
 �����##
�
 �)������
$
 ���
������#����G
�����
���!�
!
#������
�
�����)�!�
������!�
$�
����!��5#
$��#
�!
���#
)������
���
�����
"���
��#
"���"�
�!
��$�#�!�
�
�����
���)�

���
 >���)�!�
 �#
 �$$��)���
 �#�#
 ���
 �������
 �
��#�!��!�#�

$�:K:(
+�
$�<(:�
!�+��
�!�
L:,�(�
+��
"!"���

���
(��	���	�

��
��������4��
A 4�
33
����8������
� �

End of Document © 2016 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works.



EXHIBIT H 



EXHIBIT I 



EXHIBIT J 

























EXHIBIT K 
C:\DMEC\Jobs\Venskus&Associates\ElCamino_de_laLuz\DMEC-SB-ElCaminodelaLuzDEIR-review-20161127.doc 

              27 November 2016 

Elise Cossart-Daly, Esq. 
Venskus & Associates 
603 W. Ojai Avenue 
Ojai, CA 93023 

Subject:  Review of Biological Resource issues for 1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence (SCH No. 
2005041031)

Dear Ms. Cossart-Daly, 

Per your request, David Magney Environmental Consulting (DMEC) has reviewed the biological 
resources section of the DEIRs (original, revised, and second) for the proposed single-family residence at 
1837½ El Camino de la Luz in the City of Santa Barbara. 

David Magney is a Certified Consulting Botanist #001, an ISA Certified Arborist #WE-7674, and an 
approved biologist by the County of Santa Barbara, County of Ventura, County of Los Angeles, County of 
San Luis Obispo (and other jurisdictions), and a member of the Los Angeles County Environmental 
Review Board.  Mr. Magney has been an environmental consultant working in the Santa Barbara region 
since 1986. 

The Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (2DEIR) provides a basic description of the 
biological resources present at the project site.  The project site is on an ocean bluff next to Lighthouse 
Creek. 

The 2DEIR states that the biological resources of the project site contain sensitive habitats and species 
(page 2-2).  It identifies approximately three1 significant but mitigable (Class II) impacts to biological 
resources and offers eight recommended mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to less-than-
significant levels.  Identified impacts include: degradation of water quality and impacts to wildlife and 
wildlife habitat. 

Local Coastal Plan (LCP) policies in compliance with the California Coastal Act were adopted by the 
City to protect sensitive biological resources within the City.  The Coastal Act requires the identification 
of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) and goals and policies to protect them from 
degradation.  The 2DEIR never mentions ESHA but does identify Lighthouse Creek as sensitive habitat.  
Generally, riparian habitats, and all wetlands, are typically considered ESHA by the California Coastal 
Commission.   

ESHA is defined in the Santa Barbara Municipal Code (SBMC), Title 28, The Zoning Ordinance, Section 
�������������	
������
��������
����
���
��� ���������� ����������!��"�$�����%�!� !�'��$��
their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem 
��*��������$+!*�/����5�!��*�5"+�/�*�$��*�;��*�*�/���+%�����"�<�"��5���*�*�<�!$�%��"5�=

                                                     
1 The 2DEIR fails to clearly identify what potentially significant impacts to biological resources the project would have, primarily
the result of not numbering or bulleting the project-related impacts.   
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����
By this definition, the habitats onsite, excluding formally landscaped areas, qualify as Environmentally 
Sensitive [Area] since they provide habitat to a range of native species of wildlife and for a variety of 
functions.  This includes bluff scrub and riparian habitats along Lighthouse Creek. 

Section 28.75.045 > Project Development Standards, of "����@�QU��+/5��"�$���U�5"�"�5�"��"�	��/+''���
adequate to protect the public health and safety and environmentally sensitive areas shall be established. 
The size and location of the buffer shall be based upon a thorough assessment [emphasis added] of the 
r�5Y�"$��+%������!"����*�"�����<��$�%��"�=��

The 2DEIR suggests, based on the Hunt (2013) report, that a 25-foot-wide buffer between the proposed 
house and environmentally sensitive area is sufficient; however, there is no evidence of any kind that a 
	"�$�$+;�� �55�55%��"=� ��5� �<��� �$�*+�"�*`� ��"���U� �"� �5� /�5�*� $�� "���$����$��$'� "���/�$!$;�5"�� � Many 
coastal jurisdictions apply a 100-foot buffer zone between ESHA and development (e.g. County of 
Ventura, City of Malibu, County of Los Angeles). 

Page 6-�� $'� "��� �{
�� 5"�"�5U� 	���� <�;�"�"�$� on the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope that would be 
directly impacted (i.e., removed) by the project consists mostly of non-native species that provide little 
/�$!$;���!�<�!+��=�����5�5"�"�%��"����5+%�5�"��"��$�-native species have little value; however, this claim 
is not supported by any evidence; rather, it is the opinion of the biological consultant stated as fact.  This 
presumption needs to be supported by substantial evidence since it is the basis of the determination that 
the biological resources to be impacted are not sensitive and therefore no mitigation is warranted. 

The fact that native shrub species typically found in Coastal Bluff Scrub and Coastal Sage Scrub, both 
sensitive habitat types1, were documented as occurring within the development envelope contradicts the 
�!��%�"��"�"���<�;�"�"�$���5�$'�	!�""!��/�$!$;���!�<�!+�=���*����*5�"$�/����-evaluated. 

Sensitive wildlife species, such as the Two-striped Garter Snake, have high potential to occur onsite and a 
mitigation measure (BIO-7) developed to relocate any animals that may be displaced (Page 9-6).   

��������� |+�"}5� !�""��� ���$�"� $'� �~� �+;+5"� ���~� *�5���/�5� ��5� �55�55ment of the project site and 
summarizes the results of previous studies of the biological resources of the site.  However, neither Hunt 
nor previous biologists surveyed for sensitive invertebrate species, except for the mention of the Monarch 
Butterfly.  The project site is habitat for at least three rare terrestrial mollusk species, Haplotrema 
caelatum, Helminthoglypta phlyctaena, and H. traskii, which have been recorded from the Santa Barbara 
County (Magney 20092).  Distribution maps of each of these species are attached.  Surveys for rare 
terrestrial mollusks, and other invertebrates, need to be conducted to adequately characterize the 
biological resources of the site.  H. traskii traskii is tracked by the CNDDB as a sensitive species, with a 
rarity ranking of S1. 

���� Q�"�}5� ������!� �!��� ���!+*�5� ;$�!5U� �$!����5U� ��*� �%�!�%��"�"�$�� 5"��"�;��5� ��!�"�*� "$
Environmentally Sensitive Areas, typically referred to as ESHA under the Coastal Act.  Creek 
Environments is one of three general ESHA types identified in the General Plan.  The goal for Creek 
Environments is: 
                                                     
1 California Natural Diversity Database.  2010.  Natural Communities List.  California Department of Fish and Game, 
Sacramento, California.  Lists Encelia califorica, Rhus integrifolia, Rubus ursinus, and Salix lasiolepis Alliances as sensitive 
communities with a state rarity ranking of S3 or lower.  The first two are typical dominants of Coastal Bluff Scrub and Coastal
Sage Scrub plant communities and Rubus ursinus and Salix lasiolepis as sensitive riparian communities. 
2 Magney, David L.  2009.  Atlas of Native California Terrestrial Snails in Santa Barbara County.  4 November 2009.  David Magney 
Environmental Consulting, Ojai, California.  Prepared for Sespe Institute, Inc., Ojai, California. 
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������� ��*� ���5��<�� "��� Q�"�}5� ���"���!� ��$logical resources in order to provide a high quality 
��<��$�%��"�����55����"$�5+5"����"���Q�"�}5���$5�5"�%=������;�����$'�"����$��!�Q$�5"�!��!��U�Q�"��$'�
Santa Barbara 2004).   

����'��5"� %�!�%��"�"�$���"��"�;��5"�"�5� "��"� "���Q�"��5��!!�	*�<�!$�����"����� to evaluate and assess the 
��$!$;���!�5�;��'�������$'�/�$"����$%%+��"��5���=���There is no evidence that the City has yet completed 
this task of developing evaluation criteria.  The lack of progress on this implementation strategy does not 
relieve the City '�$%����+����;����$/���"�<�����"����"����5+/���"�<����55�55%��"�$'�����$���"}5��%���"5�$��
critical ecological resources.  Regarding creek environments, existing wetland function assessment 
models have been developed to identify and assess wetland functions for the Santa Barbara South Coast 
riparian habitats (Lee et al. 20011).

The 2DEIR identified Lighthouse Creek as an Environmentally Sensitive Area and is recommending 
mitigation measures to protect aspects of the creek; however, no objective assessment was ever 
conducted to determine how the proposed project would impact any of the 14 riverine wetland functions 
creeks such as Lighthouse Creek perform.  DMEC has used the Santa Barbara South Coast model 
numerous times to determine how a project would impact wetland functions, if at all, to satisfy CEQA 
and NEPA assessment requirements (DMEC 20012, 2006a3, 2006b4, 20095), which has been accepted by 
the regulatory and permitting agencies.  Without such an objective holistic assessment of the proposed 
project, actual changes in wetland functions cannot be fairly identified nor can the significance of those 
changes be determined. 

It is not clear whether rare plant survey protocols (CDFG6, CNPS7) were followed, which require field 
surveys be conducted during seasons when the plants are identifiable.  The Hunt 2013 field survey was 
conducted on 17 August 2013 for 2 hours, in mid-summer when most spring-flowering annuals and short-
lived perennial species are no longer identifiable. 

                                                     
1 Lee, L.C., P.L. Fiedler, S.R. Stewart, R.R. Curry, D.J. Partridge, J.A. Mason, I.M. Inlander, R.B. Almay, D.L. Aston, and M.E. Spencer.  2001.  
Draft Guidebook for Reference Based Assessment of the Functions of Riverine Waters/Wetlands Ecosystems in the South Coast Region of 
Santa Barbara County, California.  Santa Barbara County Water Agency, Santa Barbara, California. 
2 David Magney Environmental Consulting.  2001.  Wetland Functional Assessment of the Odyssey Program Middle School Project, Malibu, 
California.  December 2001.  (PN 00-0301.)  Ojai, California.  Prepared for Odyssey Program, Malibu, California.   
3 David Magney Environmental Consulting.  2006a.  Baseline HGM Assessment for Mountains Restoration Trust, Dry Canyon Creek, 
Calabasas, California. (Corps File No. 200601215-JWM).  August 2006.  (PN 05-0262-1).  Ojai, California.  Prepared for Mountains 
Restoration Trust, Calabasas, California; City of Calabasas, Calabasas, California; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Ventura, California; and 
California Department of Fish and Game, San Diego, California.   
4 David Magney Environmental Consulting.  2006b.  Wetland Functional Assessment of the Gramckow Property Project, Rancho Matilija,
California.  15 June 2006.  (PN 06-0041.)  Ojai, California.  Prepared for Ventura County Planning Division, Ventura, California, on behalf of 
Martin Gramckow, Ojai, California. 
5 David Magney Environmental Consulting.  2009.  Wetland Functional Assessment of the Lyons Property Mitigation Bank Project, Santa Paula 
Canyon, California.  10 March 2009.  (PN 08-0152.)  Ojai, California.  Prepared for BioResource Consultants, Ojai, California, on behalf of 
Richard Lyons & Laurie Prange Lyons, Ojai, California. 
6 California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).  2009.  Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant 
Populations and Natural Communities.  24 November 2009.  The Resource Agency, Sacramento, California.  CDFG is now referred to as the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 
7 California Native Plant Society (CNPS).  2001.  Botanical Survey Guidelines.  Board of Directors, Sacramento, California.  See www.cnps.org
for complete text of guidelines. 
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Field surveys for plants need to be conducted during seasons when all the plants can be identified to 
determine if any special-status species are present.  This does not appear to have been done for this 
project. 

The Coastal Bluff Scrub, dominated by Encelia californica and/or Rhus integrifolia, is considered a 
sensitive habitat and should be classified and mapped as an Environmentally Sensitive Area.  The same is 
true of the riparian habitats along Lighthouse Creek where Salix lasiolepis and Rubus ursinus are present. 

The proposed project should be objectively assessed using the South Coast Santa Barbara HGM riverine 
assessment model to determine if any of the 14 wetland functions of the creek would be negatively 
affected. 

Please contact me if you have any questions or comments about this critique. 

Sincerely, 

David L. Magney, CCB-0001 
President, Certified Botanist, Certified Arborist 

Attachments: Distribution maps of Haplotrema caelatum, Helminthoglypta phlyctaena, and H. traskii
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EDUCATION: B.A. Environmental Studies and Geography (emphasis is botany, cartography, and remote sensing), 
University of California at Santa Barbara, 1985. 

A.S. Landscape Horticulture and Certificate of Completion in Natural Resources, Ventura College, 
1975. 

CERTIFICATIONS 
AND PERMITS: 

Certified Consulting Botanist #001, California Native Plant Society, Board of Certification 
Approved Biologist:  Los Angeles County Regional Planning Department, Sensitive Ecological 

Areas 
Approved Biologist:  Ventura County Planning Division 
Approved Biologist:  Santa Barbara County Planning Department 
Certified Arborist:  International Society of Arboriculture (certification #WE-7674A) 
Approved Arborist:  City of Oxnard 
Expert Witness, Botanist:  U.S. Department of Justice 
California Dept. of Fish and Game Scientific Collecting Permit #801066-05 

TRAINING: Improving Wetland Restoration Success: Riverine/Riparian Wetland Restoration Webinar, Assoc. 
of State Wetland Managers, 9 June 2015 

Hydrogeomorphic Assessment of Wetland Function training course:  National Wetland Science 
Training Cooperative, 1996. 

Hydrogeomorphic Approach to Assessment of Functions of Waters of the U.S., Including 
Wetlands, in the Santa Margarita Watershed.  National Wetland Science Training 
Cooperative, 1997. 

Wetland Delineation, Federal Wetland Policy:  Wetland Training Institute, 1989, 1991. 
Desert Tortoise Handling and Surveying: trained by Desert Tortoise Council (John Weir), 1988. 
Hazardous Waste Health and Safety Monitoring Training:  Dames & Moore, 1987. 
ArcView 3 (GIS) training:  Geo InSight International, 1998. 
Vegetation Rapid Assessment Classification: California Native Plant Society, 2003. 
Successful CEQA Compliance 2005: Ron Bass, for Ventura County Resource Management 

Agency, 16 June 2005.  CEQA = California Environmental Quality Act. 
California Red-legged Frog Survey Methods: Vince Semonsen 2005. 
The Wildlife Society San Joaquin Valley Chapter workshop: Habitat Conservation Planning, 1992. 
American Association for the Advancement of Science symposium: Vernal Pools, 1989. 
Professional Soil Scientists of California workshop: Field Identification of Hydric Soils, 1989. 
SPOT Image Corporation:  Satellite Imagery and GIS training course, 1995. 
Jones & Stokes Associates workshops: Project Management Seminars, 1990-92, Hydric Soils, 

1991, 1992; Clean Water Act Regulations Concerning Wetlands (1989), and CEQA 
Requirements and Document Preparation, 1993, 1990, 1989; WordPerfect, Lotus 1-2-3 and 
Allways, Microsoft Word, Excel, ArcView, and GRASS software programs. 

Project Management Training:  Dames & Moore seminar, 1988. 
Cali'$������;���+!"+��!���5"�Q$�"�$!��*<�5��}5������5�U�����-77 (expired). 

QUALIFICATIONS 
AND EXPERIENCE: 

Mr. Magney, President of David Magney Environmental Consulting, has over 30 years experience 
in biological studies and 25 years in environmental consulting.  He has worked on or managed 
projects focusing on large-scale habitat classification and mapping, wetlands inventory and 
restoration planning, and water reuse and diversion that affect wetland habitats (palustrine, riverine, 
and estuarine) containing Southern Steelhead Trout, Tidewater Goby, Unarmored Threespine 
Stickleback, California Red-legged Frog, and Southwestern Pond Turtle.  He has surveyed for 
and/or monitored projects with Desert Tortoise, Giant Garter Snake, Blunt-nosed Leopard Lizard, 
San D��;$� |$���*� �$�*U� ��$��� �!$<��U� Q�!�'$����� ���5"� ����U� ���5"� @�!!}5� ����$U� Q�!�'$�����
Gnatcatcher, Burrowing Owl, San Joaquin Kit Fox, San Joaquin Antelope Squirrel, Mojave 
��$+�*� ��+����!U� ����"� ���;��$$� ��"U� ���"$�}5� ���;��$$� ��"U� �"�����}5� ���;��$$� ��"U Los 
Angeles Pocket Mouse, fairy shrimp, as well as numerous special-status plant species.  Mr. Magney 
also managed special-status species surveys in the Four Corners Region, Great Valley, Sierra 
Nevada, the California Central Coast, Southern California (coastal and Inland Empire), and on 
Santa Cruz Island.   
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QUALIFICATIONS 
AND EXPERIENCE 
(continued): 

Mr. Magney has prepared and reviewed biological resources sections of Environmental Impact 
Statements (EIS) and Environmental Assessments (EA) prepared pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).   
He managed the botanical resources section for EIS on the Central Valley Project Improvement 
Act of 1990, which included most of California; EAs for Fort Hunter Ligget, Camp Roberts, a 
drilling project in the Los Padres National Forest (LPNF), off-highway vehicle trails in the LPNF, 
and the Santa Cruz Island Acoustic Range Facility (a former Navy facility). 
Mr. Magney has prepared and managed biological resources sections of Environmental Impact 
Reports (EIRs) and Initial Studies (IS) pursuant to the CEQA for numerous projects in California.  
He has prepared EIRs for: General Plans for the Cities of Lodi and Fairfield; the San Joaquin North 
County Landfill; a water main extension for Newhall County Water District, the Bridle Ridge 
Development in Santa Barbara County, and the Lyons Canyon Ranch development in Newhall for 
Los Angeles County Regional Planning.  Mr. Magney has prepared numerous Initial Studies on 
biological resources for the Ventura County Planning Division since 1995.  He has critically 
��<����*��+%��$+5�Q
���*$�+%��"5�5���������U����!+*��;����"+�����;�$��!�����"�"�$��{�5"���"}5�
EIR for the Toland Road Landfill on behalf of Ventura County Planning, and an EIR on a landfill 
project in Orange County for a neighboring city. 
Mr. Magney has conducted numerous floristic, focused rare plant surveys, and vegetation sampling 
throughout California and the West.  He has completed a floristic survey of 62,000+ acres of the 
Tejon Ranch for the Tejon Ranch Conservancy, documenting the flora, rare plants, and plant 
communities of 5 areas of the ranch; a floristic survey of the Wind Wolves Preserve in southern 
Kern County, and is currently conducting floristic surveys of the Bitter Creek National Wildlife 
Refuge in southwestern Kern County.   
Mr. Magney has sampled natural vegetation in a wide variety of habitats, including grasslands, 
wetlands, chaparral, and desert communities.  He conducted floristic and rare plant surveys for 
�����"}5� '�/��$�"��� ��/!e between San Bernardino and Las Vegas, Nevada, which included 
construction monitoring.  Mr. Magney has conducted botanical surveys at scattered sites 
throughout the Great Basin, Mojave, and Colorado Deserts, including near China Lake, the Owens 
Valley, Granite Mountains, Clark Mountains, Randsburg/Johannasburg, Clipper Mountains, 
Chuckwalla Mountains, Chuckwalla Bench, Needles area, and the I-10 corridor (ARCO Line 90 
pipeline from Colton, California to Albuquerque, New Mexico). 
Mr. Magney has managed projects to establish wetland habitat mitigation banks, one in the Mojave 
Desert focused on playa and desert wash wetlands, and two banks focused on perennial, 
intermittent, and ephemeral wetland and upland habitats in Ventura County.  These projects 
included delineation of jurisdictional wetlands, measuring wetland functions using HGM, 
determining existin biological resources at each site, and developing restoration and management 
plans for increasing wetland functions. 
Mr. Magney has served as an expert witness in Federal and California state courts.  He was the 
�����{����"%��"�$'��+5"���}5������"���"��55�/$"���5"�$��"���
���<5���*�%�@�$5���"��!����"!��*5
violation case (Los Angeles District Court).  He served as wetlands/environmental expert witness 
for the Old Creek Ranch vs. Robert Watson (Ventura County Superior Court) on a property 
*�%�;�5� !��/�!�"�� !��5+�"�� � @$"�� ��5�5� ����� 5�""!�*� ���$�� "$� "���!� ���{�
Q}5��!���"}5� '�<$��� �����
Magney is also an expert witness one a property damage case related to landscape maintenance and 
a personal injury case focusing on nonvascular plants for Pro/Consul, Inc. 
Mr. Magney has interpreted and processed satellite and aerial imagery (Landsat, SPOT, SAR, and 
color and IR aerial photography) using GRASS, ARC/INFO, and ERDAS Imagine software for 
large-scale projects:  all of California to support an EIS for the Central Valley Project Improvement 
Act of 1992, natural vegetation of the Calleguas Creek watershed (n Ventura County) for the 
USFWS, Camp Pendleton Marine Corps Base, endangered species habitats within the Contra 
Costa Water District interim service area, central Ventura County for Unocal, the Ventura River 
for the Matilija Dam Removal Project, pipeline projects in coastal Ecuador and Mississippi to 
Alabama, and an impact evaluation for an oil-related project in Amazonian Ecuador.  He has used 
satellite imagery to map vegetation/land cover for the Great Basin as part of a transmission line 
routing study. 
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QUALIFICATIONS 
AND EXPERIENCE 
(continued): 

Mr. Magney has managed oak tree assessment projects in California, including for the Lyons 
Canyon Ranch development in Newhall, creating a unique and robust GIS database and maps of all 
assessed oak trees, working closely with Certified Arborists. 
Mr. Magney is conducting extensive research on the flora of Ventura County, California, which will 
be published a A Flora of Ventura County, California, with an expected publication date in late 
2013.  A complete checklist was published in October 2011.  This project was started in earnest in 
1982 and includes original research and research on collections made by other botanists. 
Mr. Magney has worked on watershed management plans, including the Calleguas Creek 
watershed in Ventura County, focusing on upland and wetland habitat functions, characterizing 
habitat conditions, and developing restoration and management strategies to restore or enhance 
impacted functions.  He also characterized and analyzed the urban streams within the City of Ojai. 

 Mr. Magney has been involved with a wide variety of projects including studies for oil/gas 
facilities, dams, residential and commercial developments, transportation facilities, landfills, 
sand and gravel mining operations, off-highway vehicle trails, wind farm siting, and 
electrical/communications transmission lines.  He has studied botanical and zoological 
resources, classified and mapped vegetation, delineated jurisdictional wetlands and waters of 
the United States, identified opportunities and constraints for land development, conducted 
initial studies and investigations for projects requiring CEQA and NEPA documentation, and 
prepared Natural Environmental Studies for Caltrans.  Mr. Magney has extensive experience 
in wetlands, developing mitigation and restoration plans for coastal, riparian, and vernal pool 
wetlands. 
Mr. Magney has conducted water quality sampling and monitoring for several projects to establish 
baseline conditions and conduct construction and post-construction monitoring, such as for 

��$�}5� ��5� �!$��5� �efinery in Corral Canyon, Santa Barbara County.  He has developed and 
implemented water quality controls for use during project construction and mitigation 
implementation.  Mr. Magney is developing a water quality field sampling educational program for 
the Ojai Unified School District, including purchasing of field sampling equipment. 

 Prior to establishing David Magney Environmental Consulting, Mr. Magney worked as Senior 
Program Manager for Natural Resources at Fugro West, Inc. from 1995 to 1997; as a Senior 
Botanist for Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc., of Sacramento, California, from 1989 to 1995 
where he worked on and managed projects with major biological or regulatory compliance 
components; and prior to 1989, and as the Botanist for Dames & Moore at their Santa 
Barbara office.  He has also worked with the U.S. Forest Service, Los Padres National Forest, 
as a GS-9 Botanist (temporary) and on a voluntary basis, and as a Research Associate with the 
UC Santa Barbara Herbarium, NOREAS, and BioResource Consultants.  Mr. Magney 
formerly owned and operated the Ojai Wilderness Institute. 

PROFESSIONAL 
AFFILIATIONS: 

American Society of Plant Taxonomists 
AnacapaGIS, co-founder 
Association of State Wetland Scientists 
Botanical Society of America 
California Botanical Society 
California Lichen Society, Conservation Committee 
California Native Plant Society (President 1991-1994; Chairman of Chapter Council 2011-

2014; Board Member 2002-2007, VP Conservation 1996; VP Legislation 1995; Channel 
Islands Chapter President 2004-2013, Redbud Chapter Conservation Committee Chairman 
2010-2016, Fellow), Botanist Certification Program Committee Chairman (2014-2017) 

Channel Islands Regional Geographic Information Systems (CIRGIS), charter board member 
International Society for Arboriculture (ISA), Western Chapter ISA 
Native Plant Coalition, founder 
Northern California Botanists 
Sespe Institute, cofounder and president  
Society of Wetland Scientists 
Southern California Academy of Sciences 
Southern California Botanists 

Resume ��������	
���
����
��
������
�����
	�
David L. Magney 
President, Biologist/Certified Consulting Botanist, Wetland Scientist, Certified Arborist 

C:\DMEC\Resumes\DMECStaff\current resumes\Magney-David-Resume-6page.doc                                                                                       Page 4 

PUBLICATIONS: Magney, David L.  in ed.  A Flora of Ventura County.  David Magney Environmental Consulting, 
Cedar Ridge, California. 

Magney, David L.  in ed.  Vascular Flora of Ventura County, California.  Submitted to Madroño.

Magney, David L.  in ed.  A Comparison of Swedish and American Wetland Protection Laws.   
Magney, D.L., J. Broberg, J. Logan, and V. Peters.  2015.  A Preliminary Draft Regional 

Guidebook for Applying the Hydrogeomorphic Approach to Assessing Wetland Functions of 
Playa Depressional Wetlands in the Mojave Desert.  (PN 12-0004.)  David Magney 
Environmental Consulting, Ojai, California.  Prepared for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los 
Angeles, California.  Prepared on behalf of Richard and Laurie Lyons, Ojai, California. 

Magney, David L.  2015.  Lichens of Ventura County: Annotated Checklist.  (Version 1.3.) David 
Magney Environmental Consulting, Ojai, California.  First published January 2014.   
http://www.magney.org/photofiles/Ventura_County_Lichens.htm

Magney, David L., and Shirley Tucker.  2012.  Lichens of Burton Mesa Chaparral, Santa Barbara 
County, California.  Sespe Institute, Inc., Ojai, California.  www.sespeinstitute.com.

Magney, David L.  2011.  Checklist of Vascular Plant Flora of Ventura County, California.  19 
October 2011.  Ojai, California.  www.venturaflora.com

Magney, David L.  2011.  Vascular Plants of the Palos Verdes Penisnula, Los Angeles County, 
California.  20 July 2011.  David Magney Environmental Consulting, Ojai, California.   
www.sespeinstitute.com.

Magney, David L.  2010.  Flora of Kings County, California.  6 December 2010.  David Magney 
Enviornmental Consulting, Ojai, California.  www.sespeinstitute.com.

Magney, David L.  2010.  Native Trees of Southern California (list).  (30 December 2010.)  
California Native Plant Society, Channel Islands Chapter, Ojai, California.   
http://cnpsci.org/html/PlantInfo/Checklists.htm

Magney, David L.  2010.  Terrestrial Gastropods of Los Angeles County.  29 September 2010.  
David Magney Environmental Consulting, Ojai, California.  www.sespeinstitute.com.

Magney, David L.  2009.  Checklist of Ventura County Rare Plants.  19 October 2009, Fifteenth 
edition.  California Native Plant Society, Channel Islands Chapter, Ojai, California.   
www.cnpsci.org.

Magney, David L., and Callen L. Huff.  2010.  Preliminary Checklist of Los Angeles County 
Bryophytes.  16 March 2010.  David Magney Environmental Consulting, Ojai, California.   
www.sespeinstitute.com.

Magney, David L.  2009.  Ventura County Bryophytes.  12 November 2009.  David Magney 
Environmental Consulting, Ojai, California.  http://www.venturaflora.com/files/checklists/ 
Ventura_County_Bryophytes.pdf

Magney, David L.  2009.  Ventura County Wildlife - Terrestrial Snails and Slugs.  1 June 2009.  
David Magney Environmental Consulting, Ojai, California.   
http://www.magney.org/photofiles/VenturaCountySnails1.htm.

Magney, David L.  2008.  Spenceville Wildlife Area, Nevada and Yuba Counties, California, 
Checklist of the Vascular Plants.  21 June 2008.  David Magney Environmental Consulting, 
Ojai, California.  http://magney.org/photofiles/Spenceville_Wildlife_Area.htm

Chattin, L., L. Rubin, and D. Magney.  2006.  A Winning Combination: Local Land-use Planning 
and Fine-scale Vegetation Maps.  Fremontia 34:3(9-13). 

Knudsen, Ken, and David L. Magney.  2006.  Rare Lichen Habitats and Rare Lichen Species of 
Ventura County, California.  January 2006.  Opuscula Philolichenum 3:49-52. 

Magney, David L.  2006.  Vascular Plants of South Ormond Beach, Oxnard, Ventura County, 
California.  California Native Plant Society, Channel Islands Chapter, Ojai, California.  
Published on http://www.cnpsci.org/html/PlantInfo/SouthOrmondBeachPlants.pdf. 

Magney, David L., and Illeene Anderson.  2005.  Plants of the Clipper Mountains, Mojave Desert.  
24 March 2005.  Ojai, California.   http://magney.org/photofiles/ClipperMtns.htm
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PUBLICATIONS 
(continuted): 

Magney, David L., and Illeene Anderson.  2005.  Plants of the Dead Mountains, Mojave Desert, 
California.  22 March 2005.  David Magney Environmental Consulting, Ojai, California.   
http://magney.org/photofiles/DeadMtnpics.htm

Magney, David L., and Illeene Anderson.  2005.  Plants of the Granite Mountains, Mojave Desert, 
California: Al A. Alanson Trail Plant Checklist.  23 March 2005.  David Magney Environmental 
Consulting, Ojai, California.  http://magney.org/photofiles/GraniteMtns.htm

Magney, David L.  2004.  How Common Are Mistletoes Anyway?  Crossosoma 30:1 
Magney, David L., and K.G. Niessen.  2005.  Oak Tree Data Assessment Solutions Using GIS.  9 

May 2005.  David Magney Environmental Consulting, Ojai, California.  Presented to ESRI 
���������5��}5���$+�U����"+���Q$!!�;�U�Q�!�'$�����

 Magney, David L.  2005.  Atlas of California Native Terrestrial Snails in Ventura County.  16 
March 2005.  David Magney Environmental Consulting, Ojai, California.  Prepared for 
County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency, Planning Division.  Ventura, 
California. 

 Magney, David L.  2004.  Checklist of Ventura County Rare Plants.  15 June 2004.  California 
Native Plant Society, Channel Islands Chapter, Ojai, California.  Updated periodically. 

 Magney, David L.  2001.  Ventura County Plant Species of Local Concern.  December.  
California Native Plant Society, Channel Islands Chapter, Ventura, California. 

Magney, David L.  1999.  Preliminary List of Rare California Lichens.  Bulletin of the California 
Lichen Society 6(2):22-27. 

Tupen, Gaylene, and David Magney.  1996.  San Antonio Creek Habitat Characterization Study.  
Poster presented at the American Fisheries Society Southern Steelhead Symposium, Ventura, 
California, March. 

Ferren, Wayne R. Jr., David L. Magney, and Teresa Sholars.  1995.  The Future of California 
Floristics and Systematics:  Collecting Guidelines and Documentation Techniques.  Madroño 
42(2): 197-210, April-June.

Magney, David L., and Emily B. Roberson.  1995.  CNPS Statement on Seeding Following 
Wildfire.  In Brushfires in California: Ecology and Resource Management (conference 
proceedings).  International Association of Wildland Fire, Fairfield, Washington. 

Clark, George M., and David L. Magney.  1994.  Vascular Plants of Bear Valley, Walker Ridge, 
and Surrounding Areas, Colusa and Lake Counties, California.  Four Seasons 9(4):25-32.   

Magney, David L., and Kenneth M. Bogdan.  1993.  What are ARNIs?  National Wetlands 
Newsletter 15(3):4-5, May/June. 

Magney, David L.  1993.  Focus On Vernal Pools.  National Wetlands Newsletter 15(3):6, 
May/June. 

 Magney, David L.  1993.  Faults with Growing Season Determinations Using the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual.  In Riparian Management: Common Threads and 
Shared Interests – Proceedings of a Conference, February 4-6, 1993; Water Resources 
Research Center, Albuquerque, New Mexico; College of Agriculture, University of Arizona, 
Tucson. 

 Magney, David L.  1992.  Descriptions of Three New Southern California Vegetation Types:  
Southern Cactus Scrub, Southern Coastal Needlegrass Grassland, and Scalebroom Scrub.  
Crossosoma 18(1):1-9, June. 

 Ferren, Wayne, Mark Capelli, Anuja Parikh, David Magney, K. Clark, and John R. Haller.  1990.  
Botanical Resources at Emma Wood State Beach and the Ventura River Estuary, California: 
Inventory and Management.  (Herbarium Environmental Report No. 15.)  University of 
California, Santa Barbara. 

 Magney, David L.  1988.  Habitat Survey for California Jewelflower Caulanthus californicus (S. 
Watson) Payson in the Los Padres National Forest.  Ojai Wilderness Institute, Ojai, California.  
Prepared for U.S. Forest Service, Los Padres National Forest, Supervisor's office, Goleta, 
California, August 3. 
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President, Biologist/Certified Consulting Botanist, Wetland Scientist, Certified Arborist 
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PUBLICATIONS 
(continuted):

Magney, David L.  1988.  Analysis of water quality of an intermittent stream, Santa Barbara 
County, California.  (Presented as a poster at the California Riparian Systems Conference), 
Davis, California, September. 

 Magney, David L.  1987.  Distribution and Two New Populations of Boschniakia strobilacea
(Orobanchaceae).  Madroño 34(4):379-380.

Olson, T., and David L. Magney.  1987.  Distribution of Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species Along 
Transmission Line Corridors in Southwestern San Joaquin Valley, California.  In Endangered 
and Sensitive Species of the San Joaquin Valley, California, (proceedings of a conference) 
Contribution 36, December 10-11, California State College, Bakersfield.

 Ferren, Wayne, and David Magney.  1986.  Wetland Vegetation of the Proposed Mandalay Beach 
State Park.  Campbell & Campbell Associates, Santa Monica, California.

 Magney, David L.  1986.  A Flora of Dry Lakes Ridge, Ventura County, California.  
(Herbarium Publication No. 5.)  University of California, Santa Barbara. 

AWARDS AND 
GRANTS:

California Native Plant Society - 1985, grant to conduct research on the flora of Ventura 
County, California. 

Swedish-American Bicentennial Fund - 1995, grant from Swedish government to conduct 
research on a comparison of American and Swedish wetland protection laws and how they 
are applied. 

California Native Plant Society > 2013, designated as a Fellow. 
COMMITTEES: California Native Plant Society, Botanist Certification Program Committee chairman since 2014. 

Ojai Trees, Inc., Advisor Arborist, 2014-2015. 
Caltrans Environmental Advisory Committee member, 1991-1996; also a panelist for Caltrans Mid-

Level Managers training workshops. 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regional Assessment Team "A-Team" vernal pool expert for 

developing Hydrogeomorphic Model for Vernal Pool Wetlands, an inter-agency task force for 
the National Plan to implement the Hydrogeomorphic Approach for assessing wetland 
functions, 1995-1996. 

 Caltrans CaliforniaWILD (Wildflowers in Landscape Design) steering committee member. 
Calleguas Creek Watershed Management Plan Committee member, since 1996.  Habitat and 

Recreation Subcommittee and Scientific Advisory Group member. 
Ojai Valley Land Conservancy, Lands Committee Sespe Institute, nonprofit California Corp. 
California Lichen Society, Conservation Committee 
California Native Plant Society, Rare Plant Program Committee, since 2000, Conservation 

Committee. 
Channel Islands Regional Geographic Information Systems Collaborative (CIRGIS), charter 

member since 2000, Incorporator, Chairman for 2002-2003, Board of Directors 2004-2007. 
East Merced County NCCP, Habitat & Biological Resources Committee, 2002-2004. 

 Ventura County Planning Division, Sensitive Biological Resources Committee, since 2003. 
City of Ojai, Tree Committee, since 2005. 
Los Angeles County Regional Planning, Environmental Review Board, member since August 2006. 
Ventura River Watershed Planning Committee, member since 2005 
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WILSON GEOSCIENCES, INC. 
Engineering and Environmental Geology�

KENNETH WILSON 
Principal Engineering Geologist
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�� Wilson Geosciences Inc. [WGI], Engineering and Environmental Geology [1989-Present]

Principal Engineering Geologist 

�� The Earth Technology Corporation [1974-1989]

Corporate Vice President; Vice President; Director, Program Management; Vice President, Associate and Senior 
Manager

�� Converse Consultants (formerly Converse, Davis and Associates) [1970-1974]

Staff and Project Geologist 
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Orange County Sanitation District, Geologic, Geotechnical, and Seismic Technical Background Report (TBR) 
Bay Bridge Pump Station and Force Mains Rehabilitation Study, SP-178 Orange County Sanitation District 
(OCSD) Newport Beach, Orange County, California (HAI-Hushmand Associates—Ben Hushmand, (949) 777-1266) 
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Port of Los Angeles, City Dock No. 1--DEIR Geology and Soils Section (ICF Jones & Stokes—Chad Beckstrom, 
(949) 333-6625) 
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Port of Los Angeles, West Basin EIR--Geology and Soils Section (Envicom Corporation—Travis Cullen, (818) 
879-4700)�
��������!� 
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Port of Long Beach, Cemera Long Beach LLC Construction Aggregate Terminal, 1710 Pier B Street, Long 
Beach—DEIR Geology and Soils Section (ICF Jones & Stokes—Madonna Marcello (213) 593-7769 [now AECOM]) 
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City of San Diego, Seismic and Geologic Technical Background Report for the City of San Diego Midway-Pacific 
Highway and Old Town Community Plan Updates, and Environmental Impact Report, City of San Diego, San 
Diego County, California (Contact: AECOM—Yara Fisher, 1420 Kettner Boulevard, Suite 500, San Diego CA 92101, 
(619) 233- 1454, yara.fisher@aecom.com)
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Gerald Desmond Bridge, Long Beach—Analysis of Drilling Results (Diaz-Yourman Associates—Nadesh 
Nadeswaran (714) 245-2920) 
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Port of Los Angeles, Dredging—On-site Operational Monitoring (Converse Consultants—POLA Contact Chris 
Zadoorian (714) 634-3701 [now GeoDesign, Inc.]) 
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The statement “. . . low level hazards associated with seismic activity . . .” is unsupported.�
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“. . . no known faults on the project site . . .” The EIR does not indicate how this determination was made.  
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“. . . requirements of the Uniform Building Code, which includes provisions to ensure that proposed 
structures withstand the effects of ground shaking . . .”  The Uniform Bulding Code does not preclude 
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Comment Letter No. 5 
Citizens to Protect & Preserve the Mesa’s Coastal Bluffs, Greg and Judith Smith, Venskus 

& Associates 
Date: November 30, 2016 
 
5-1. These comments make a variety of assertions related to issues including the history of the 

creation of the project site parcel; the legal status of the project parcel; the project 
applicant’s ability to make a takings claim; the project’s requirement and ability to 
comply with the Conditional Certificate of Compliance issued by the City in 1999.  These 
issues do not address changes in existing environmental conditions that could occur if the 
project were to be approved and implemented, and do not address the adequacy of the 
environmental review provided by the EIR.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires 
the Lead Agency to provide written responses to comments that address “significant 
environmental issues.”  Since the comments do not address environmental issues, no 
additional response is required.  The comment has been included in the Final EIR to 
inform decision-makers of the commenter’s opinions.  

 
5-2. The project site was surveyed for rare plants on three occasions.  Tierney surveyed the 

site on September 14, 2001 and July 18, 2002 (Second Revised Draft EIR Appendix A, 
Exhibit D); and Hunt surveyed the site on August 17, 2013 (Second Revised Draft EIR 
Appendix G).  Tierney lists two plants identified by the California Natural Diversity Data 
Base as having the potential to occur on the project site: Plummer’s baccharis and Santa 
Barbara honeysuckle.  Surveys by Tierney and Hunt did not detect the presence of these 
plants.  Plummer’s baccharis blooms between May and October, and Santa Barbara 
Honeysuckle blooms between May and August (http://www.calflora.org.  Accessed 
12/20/16).  Therefore, Plummer’s baccharis could have been in bloom during all three 
site surveys, and Santa Barbara honesuckle could have been in bloom during two of the 
site surveys.  Both plants are perennial species that would have been visible during site 
surveys even if not in bloom. 

 
 The site survey methodologies used by Tierney and Hunt are appropriate for the project 

site, which is an urbanized area and extensively disturbed, with vegetation located in 
proposed development areas dominated by invasive plant species.  Therefore, the project 
site has been adequately evaluated for potential impacts to sensitive plant species. The 
project and EIR also provide for habitat restoration which would result in a net 
improvement to native vegetation and habitat resources in the area. 

 
5-3. The CA Coastal Act (Section 30107.5) defines environmentally sensitive areas as 

follows: “Environmentally sensitive area” means any area in which plant or animal life 
or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or 
role in an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human 
activities and development.  
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The Santa Barbara Municipal Code (Zoning Ordinance) Section 28.44.040(j) includes 
this same definition of (Environmentally Sensitive Area, and Section 28.75.045 provides 
development standards applicable to the development of Hazardous Waste Management 
Facilities but not applicable to the proposed project.   
 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) have not been specifically designated 
by the Coastal Commission or City Local Coastal Plan or delineated on City maps, 
however impacts to areas meeting the ESHA criteria per the Coastal Act definition are 
evaluated as part of environmental review and policy evaluation for development 
applications. The Revised Initial Study (EIR Appendix A) and Section 9.0 (Impacts 
Fount Not to be Consistent) evaluate the project’s impacts to potentially sensitive habitat 
in the project vicinity and demonstrate that identified impacts would be reduced to a less 
than significant level with the implementation of proposed mitigation measures.  No 
additional analysis of the project’s impacts to sensitive biological resources or additional 
mitigation is required. 

 
5-4. The EIR does address potential effects to wetlands. The EIR indicates that riparian 

habitat is located on a portion of the project site along the active Lighthouse Creek 
channel (i.e., at the bottom of the canyon).  The area containing riparian habitat is 
mapped in EIR Appendix G, Figure 1.  The only project-related direct (i.e., removal) 
impact to riparian habitat would result from the installation of the proposed storm water 
discharge pipe within a limited disturbance area.  This would be a temporary 
construction-related impact that would be reduced to a less than significant level by 
proposed mitigation measure BIO-5, which requires the applicant to obtain a Streambed 
Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, which would 
apply any measures to lessen the impact as deemed warranted by that regulatory agency.  
Potential habitat disturbance impacts that may result from construction of the storm water 
discharge pipe would also be reduced to a less than significant level by mitigation 
measures to minimize impacts to nesting birds (BIO-6), minimize impacts to other 
wildlife that have the potential to be located on the project site (BIO-7), and minimize 
impacts to sensitive habitat located beyond proposed construction areas (BIO-8).  
Potential indirect impacts to on-site sensitive habitat were also identified by the EIR, 
including impacts that may result from short- and long-term water quality degradation, 
and the dispersal of seeds that may occur when non-native habitat is removed from the 
project site.  Potential water quality impacts would be reduced to a less than significant 
level by proposed mitigation measures BIO- 2, 3 and 4; and potential seed dispersal 
impact would be reduced to a less than significant level by mitigation measure BIO-1.  
The Second Revised Draft EIR did evaluate potential project-related impacts to wetland-
related functions of Lighthouse Creek, and no additional analysis or mitigation is 
required.  

 
5-5. During the review of the proposed project’s potential impacts to sensitive wildlife, both 

Tierney (Second Revised Draft EIR Appendix A, Exhibit D) and Hunt (Second Revised 
Draft EIR Appendix G) state that habitat for monarch butterfly has been identified in La 
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Mesa Park north of the project site.  Both Tierney and Hunt concluded that the due to the 
lack of suitable habitat on the project site, and the separation distance between the La 
Mesa Park roosting site and the project site (at least 600 feet), the project would not have 
significant impacts to monarch butterfly. 

 
 Additional invertebrates identified by Magney include three species of snail.  Of those 

species, only H. traskii traskii is tracked by the CNDDB as a sensitive species.  The 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife BIOS program identifies locations where this 
snail species has been reported, and indicates that the closest known observation site is 
near Point Mugu in Ventura County, approximately 40 miles southeast of the project site 
(https://map.dfg.ca.gov/bios.  Accessed 12/9/16).  Given the separation distance and the 
non-migratory characteristics of this snail species, the potential for it to be found on the 
project site is remote. No significant impacts would result from the project. The comment 
does not provide substantial evidence that the sensitive snail or other rare invertebrates 
could be located on the project site.  No additional surveys for sensitive species are 
required. 

 
5-6. The biological evaluations conducted by Tierney (Second Revised Draft EIR Appendix 

A, Exhibit D) were based on a previous design for the proposed residence.  The previous 
project design, however, had a development footprint that is similar to the current project 
design.  The 2013 evaluation conducted by Hunt (Second Revised Draft EIR Appendix 
G) was based on the project’s current design.  The biological evaluations included in the 
Second Revised Draft EIR adequately describe the potential impacts of the proposed 
project. 

 
5-7. This comment mischaracterizes statements made in the EIR description of habitat 

conditions on the project site.  For example: 
 
 On page 6-2, the EIR states: “A 2013 biological evaluation of the project property found 

that the proposed building site and the upper slopes of the Lighthouse Creek canyon are 
predominately covered with a variety of ruderal (weedy) plant species, although some 
native plants are interspersed along the upper slope of the Lighthouse Creek canyon.  
While the level portion of the project site and the upper slopes of the Lighthouse Creek 
canyon provide little biological value, the middle and lower portions of the Lighthouse 
Creek canyon slope support native, woody scrub vegetation.” 

 
 On page 6-3, the EIR states: “A 2013 biological evaluation of the project property found 

that the proposed building site and the upper slopes of the Lighthouse Creek canyon are 
covered with a variety of ruderal (weedy) plant species.  Imbedded in the non-native 
plants are sparse stands of native plants, including blackberry, toyon, lemonadeberry, 
poison oak, and wild rye.  While the level portion of the project site and the upper slope 
of the Lighthouse Creek canyon provide little biological value, the middle and lower 
portions of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope support native, woody scrub vegetation.”   

 



1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence Proposed Final EIR 
Appendix J 

Final EIR Comment Letters and Responses  
 

 
City of Santa Barbara 
 

J-106 
 

 On Page 6-4, the EIR states: “The vegetation on the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope that 
would be directly impacted (i.e., removed) by the project consists mostly of non-native 
species that provide little biological value.  Native vegetation on the mid- and lower-
portions of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope and in the creek channel provides 
“moderately high” quality habitat for amphibians, reptiles, birds and small mammals.”   

 
 The analysis provided on these pages is consistent with the conclusions of the EIR that 

the project would have the potential to result in significant impacts to biological 
resources, and those impacts can be reduced to a less than significant level with identified 
mitigation measures.  Please refer to response 5-4 for additional information regarding 
the impacts and mitigation measures identified by the EIR. 

 
5-8. Please refer to response 5-4 for additional information regarding the analysis of impacts 

to biological resources provided by the EIR. 
 
5-9. Please refer to response 5-7.  This response states that the vegetation on the Lighthouse 

Creek canyon slope that would be directly impacted (i.e., removed) by the project 
consists mostly of non-native species that has little biological value.  Please also refer to 
response 5-4, which summarizes the direct and indirect impacts that the proposed project 
may have on the sensitive biological resources supported by Lighthouse Creek.  As 
described by response 5-4, the EIR evaluates the project’s impacts to the creek and 
identified mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  Please 
refer to response 5-10 regarding creek bank setbacks required by the City.  

 
5-10. The development standards included in Santa Barbara Municipal Code Section 28.87.250 

apply only to Mission Creek (see Section 28.87.250.A, Legislative Intent) and are not 
applicable to Lighthouse Creek. The statement made by this comment that the City 
applies the development standards required by this Section to all creeks in Santa Barbara 
is incorrect as only setback standards for Mission Creek have been established.   

 
Creek setback requirements that are applicable to the proposed project are provided by 
Local Coastal Plan (LCP) Policy 6.10, which requires that a setback for native vegetation 
be provided between the top of the bank and proposed development.  The Policy states: 
“The City shall require a setback buffer for native vegetation between the top of the bank 
and any proposed project.  This setback will vary depending upon the conditions of the 
site and the environmental impact of the proposed project.”  Based on the requirements 
of Policy 6.10, the setbacks for new development along Lighthouse Creek are to be 
reviewed on a project-specific basis.   

 
5-11. Comments from the Urban Creeks Council will be considered by decision-makers.  

Please refer to the Final EIR’s response to comments submitted by the Urban Creeks 
Council (Comment Letter No. 4). 
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5-12. Please refer to Planning Commission comment response No. 1, which provides 
clarification regarding the terms “top of bank” and “top of canyon slope.”  As stated by 
the response, the “top of canyon slope” identified by the EIR conforms to and is the same 
as the top of bank as it is defined by the City’s Zoning Ordinance. 

 
5-13. This comment states that the Santa Barbara Municipal Code requires the project to be set 

back from the top of bank/top of canyon slope at least 25 feet.  This statement is not 
correct.  Please refer to response 5-10.  

 
5-14. The Revised Initial Study and EIR evaluates impacts of the currently proposed project 

design, including the portion of the structure that would extend over the Lighthouse 
Creek top of canyon slope.  The proposed residence would be a minimum of 
approximately 20-30 feet west of the coastal bluff scrub habitat located on the central 
portion of the project site slope that descends to Lighthouse Creek, and approximately 
70-80 feet west of the riparian vegetation located along the Lighthouse Creek channel.  
Therefore, the project would provide substantial setbacks from the native vegetation on 
the project site that has the highest habitat and biological value. The project’s habitat 
setback distances would be similar to or greater than the setbacks provided by other 
homes located on the east side of the project site access driveway. The vegetation on the 
Lighthouse Creek canyon slope that would be directly impacted (i.e., removed) by the 
project consists mostly of non-native and invasive plant species that provide little 
biological value.  In addition, the project would restore approximately 8,000 square feet 
of the upper slopes of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope by removing existing non-
native vegetation and creating native vegetation habitat (EIR Figure 3.3-8, Landscape 
Plan).  Please refer to response 5-4 above, which describes the conclusions of the Second 
Revised Draft EIR’s evaluation of impacts the proposed project may have on biological 
resources and mitigation measures to reduce identified impacts to a less than significant 
level.  Please refer to response 5-10 above regarding the City’s top of bank setback 
requirements.  Please refer to response 5-11 regarding comments from the Urban Creeks 
Council.   

 
5-15. An evaluation of the project’s potential impacts to biological resources was provided by 

the Revised Initial Study (EIR Appendix A).  The Initial Study’s analysis concludes that 
with the implementation of identified mitigation measures, the project’s impacts to 
biological resources would be reduced to a less than significant level.  The Revised Initial 
Study’s evaluation conclusions were also summarized in the Second Revised Draft EIR 
(Section 9.0, Impacts Found Not To Be Significant).  EIR Section 9.0 also supplemented 
the Initial Study’s analysis by including the results of an updated evaluation of biological 
conditions located on the project site (see EIR Appendix G).  That updated biological 
evaluation also concluded that the project’s impacts to biological resources would be 
reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of proposed mitigation 
measures.  In addition, Section 6.0 of the EIR (Plans and Policies Analysis) provides an 
evaluation of the project’s consistency with applicable Coastal Act and Local Coastal 
Program (LCP) policies related to the protection of biological resources.  That evaluation 
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determined that with the implementation of proposed mitigation measures the project 
would be consistent with Coastal Act and LCP policy requirements.  Therefore, the 
project’s potential impacts to biological resources have been fully disclosed and measures 
to reduce identified impacts to a less than significant level have been identified, 
consistent with the requirements of CEQA. 

 
5-16. The evaluation of the proposed project’s impacts to biological resources included in the 

Revised Initial Study determined that the discharge of runoff water from the proposed 
building area to Lighthouse Creek would have the potential to result in significant erosion 
and water quality impacts.  The Initial Study’s analysis concluded that the proposed 
stormwater discharge system would require a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the 
California Department of Fish and Game (now Wildlife).  Implementation of a 
Streambed Alteration Agreement approved by CDFW in compliance with Section 1602 
of the Fish and Game Code would further reduce the potential for the project to result in 
significant impacts to Lighthouse Creek as it is anticipate that the Agreement would 
specify requirements related to: on-site planting and restoration; on- and off-site resource 
protection; construction requirements for structures placed within the creek channel (e.g., 
a proposed drain pipe and erosion control rip rap); and methods to control erosion and 
other pollutants.  Compliance with the requirements of the required Agreement would 
reduce impact to Lighthouse Creek to a less than significant level.  Mitigation measure 
BIO-5 requires the project applicant to obtain the required Agreement.  No additional 
analysis or mitigation of the project’s potential stormwater discharge impacts is required. 

 
5-17. The EIR consistently uses the term “top of bluff” rather than “bluff edge.”  This 

difference in terminology does not affect the clarity or legal adequacy of the EIR.  In 
regard to the location of the top of bluff, this comment asserts that the top is located 8.2 
feet north (landward) of where it was mapped by Earth Systems Pacific (EIR Appendix 
D).  This assertion is based on the results of the on-site trench investigation conducted by 
Anikouchine (EIR Appendix B).  The Earth Systems Pacific report references the trench 
investigation and includes a cross section drawing of the north-south leg of the trench.  
The cross section drawing shows that the profile of bedrock exposed in the trench closely 
reflects the topography of the bluff.  As depicted by the cross section drawing, the fill 
material placed over the proposed building site has raised the top of bluff elevation by 
approximately three to four feet, but did not extend the edge of the bluff to the south as 
indicated by this comment.  The California Coastal Commission staff geologist reviewed 
and concurred with location of the top of bluff as identified by the Earth Systems Pacific 
report.     

  
5-18. The Earth Systems Pacific report (EIR Appendix D) estimated the rate of bluff retreat at 

the project site and provides a detailed explanation of the methodology used to derive the 
estimated rate of retreat.  The report provides substantial evidence regarding bluff retreat 
conditions at the project site.  The report concluded that the rate of retreat at the project 
site was 1.02 inches per year.  That rate of retreat was increased by 20 percent in 
recognition of potential increases in sea level and wave action that could occur as a result 
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of climate change.  The 20 percent increase in the on-site bluff retreat rate was not a 
“standard increase” as suggested by this comment.  Rather, the increase accounts for 
rising sea levels, more frequent and intense storms, and increased wave action.  Tthe 
adjusted rate of bluff retreat used by the EIR (1.22 inches per year) does account for 
climate change-related changes in the ocean environment. 

 
5-19. The City’s Safety Element of the General Plan provides the following description of the 

bluff retreat process: “…sea cliff retreat occurs as a result of terrestrial and marine 
erosion processes, can be influenced by human activities and variations in the structure 
of the bluffs, and can occur slowly due to ‘grain-by-grain’ erosion or rapidly as a result 
of large landslides.  When all of these factors are considered over an extended period of 
time, an average rate of bluff retreat can be estimated.”  As described by the Safety 
Element, the overall rate of bluff retreat includes slow, almost imperceptible losses of 
rock and soil that comprise the bluff, and larger losses of material that occur episodically.  
Given the overall stability of the bluff in the area of the project site, as described by 
Anikouchine (EIR Appendix C), it is unlikely that future landslides at the project site will 
substantially influence the estimated long-term rate of bluff retreat. 

 
5-20. This comment asserts that the rate of bluff retreat at the project site ranges between 5.5 

and 8.2 inches per year.  This estimate is based, in part, on a map prepared in 1870 and an 
interpretation of where that map depicts the location of the base of the ocean bluff at the 
project site.  Determining the historic location of an evolving topographic feature, such as 
the base of an ocean bluff in a dynamic marine environment, requires mapping precision 
and clarity that is not reflected by the 1870 map that is included in Exhibit L, Figure C of 
this comment letter.  Even if the 1870 map was prepared with accuracy comparable to 
modern surveying methods that would allow it to be accurately overlaid onto a recent 
satellite aerial photo, City and Coastal Commission requirements for determining an 
appropriate setback from the top of an ocean bluff require that the erosion rate at the top 
of the bluff be estimated, not the erosion rate of the base of the bluff.  Rates of erosion 
and bluff retreat at the base of the bluff are typically higher than at the top of the bluff 
because erosion at the base is primarily affected by wave action, while the retreat of bluff 
top is more influenced by terrestrial erosion such as runoff water flowing over the bluff 
edge.  The rate of bluff retreat suggested by this comment was derived by applying the 
estimated rate of base erosion to long-term erosion conditions at the top of the bluff, 
which has substantially over-estimated bluff retreat rates at the top of the bluff.   

 
5-21. The EIR (Page 5.2-33) states that the estimated rate of historic bluff retreat at the project 

site is less than the average city-wide bluff retreat rate of approximately eight inches per 
year. The EIR and the Earth Systems Pacific bluff retreat study (EIR Appendix D) also 
state that similarly low retreat rates have been reported in the project area, such as at 
Station WHEELER, located 0.56 miles to the west of the project site, which has had zero 
inches of retreat since 1927.  The Earth Systems Pacific report provides an explanation of 
why bluff retreat rates at the project site are lower than the city-wide average.  In 
summary, the report stated that:  
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 The Monterey Formation, which forms the bluff at the project site, has variable 

resistance to wave attack and erosion, and the highly siliceous shale at the project site 
is resistant to erosion. 

 The bedding planes at the project site trend sub-parallel along the bluff face, which 
also increase resistance to wave erosion. 

 Only minor undercutting along the bluff was observed, further illustrating that the 
bedrock is resistant to wave erosion.  

 
5-22. The City Safety Element does not assert that bluff retreat will (emphasis added) increase 

to approximately 12-24 inches be year between 2012 and 2050.  More precisely, the 
Safety Element states that the City of Santa Barbara Sea Level Rise Vulnerability Study 
(Griggs, 2012) concludes that there is a “moderate” potential for city-wide average bluff 
retreat rates to double during the short- to intermediate term (2012 to 2050).  However, if 
bluff retreat rates were to double at the project site, the rate of retreat would increase to 
approximately two inches per year.  The Safety Element also states: “…there is extensive 
variation in predictions regarding future increases in the rates at which sea cliff retreat 
will occur.  This is due in part to underlying geologic formations in individual locations. 
As discussed earlier, the project site has strong, stable underlying geology and thus a 
lower erosion rate than the average for the city coast. The California Climate Adaptation 
Strategy (2009) indicates that a recent study of southern California concluded that 
erosion rates are expected to accelerate by 20 percent for a sea-level rise of 39.4 inches 
(100 cm).  The analysis of bluff retreat rates at the project site included in the EIR 
increased measured rates of retreat by 20 percent for estimated future retreat, consistent 
with the guidance provided by the California Climate Adaptation Strategy, and 
conservative given the site geology.  This methodology was reviewed and accepted by 
the California Coastal Commission staff geologist. 

 
5-23. For reasons described in responses 5-17, -18, -19, -20, -21 and -22, the top of bluff and 

estimated bluff retreat rates at the project site presented by this comment are not 
considered to be representative of conditions at the project site.  Furthermore, the location 
of the top of bluff and the bluff retreat rates used by the EIR were peer reviewed and by 
Mark Johnsson, the California Coastal Commission staff geologist, who concurred with 
the conclusions.  Consistent with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 
the stated disagreements with the location of the top of bluff and the rate of bluff retreat 
at the project site does not make the EIR inadequate, and the points of disagreement are 
included as part of the document.  The opinions of the commenter regarding the location 
of the top of bluff and bluff retreat conditions at the project site will be provided to 
decision-makers for their consideration.   

 
5-24. This comment provides introductory remarks and does not address specific aspects of the 

EIR’s evaluation of geological hazard impacts.  No additional response is required. 
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Please see subsequent responses to specific comments regarding EIR geologic impact 
analysis and mitigation. 

 
5-25. The page 1 Revised Initial Study (EIR Appendix A) reference is to the brief introductory 

summary of environmental constraints, which notes identified low level of seismic 
groundshaking and liquefaction (per City Master Environmental Assessment 
information). It goes on to state that the site is located in an area of historically active 
landslides. Page 13 of the Initial Study provides the substantive analysis, and recognizes 
that development on the project site has the potential to be adversely affected by 
landslide, and based on geotechnical studies, concludes that due to the site’s stable 
underlying geologic structure in this location, the site would not be susceptible to slope 
failure within the life of the structures with application of drainage controls. The EIR 
provides further analysis of this issue.   

 
5-26. As indicated by response 5-25, the Revised Initial Study indicates that the project has the 

potential to be affected by earthquake-related groundshaking.  In regard to landslides that 
have occurred in the project area, the Revised Initial Study and the Second Revised Draft 
EIR both describe the El Camino de la Luz landslide of 1978.  EIR Figure 5.2-7 
(Landslides in the Project Area) describes and depicts the location of the 1978 landslide, 
and the effects and probable causes of the landslide are described on EIR pages 5.2-3 and 
-25.  The Shoreline Park landslide mentioned by this comment occurred approximately 
one mile east of the project site.  That landslide was described by Anikouchine (EIR 
Appendix C, page 12) and a photograph of the slide is provided in Figure 11 of 
Anikouchine’s 2011 slope stability report (EIR Appendix C).  

 
5-27. This comment states a concern for the potential of the site to be affected by “severe 

ground shaking hazards from a large earthquake on a nearby fault” but provides no 
evidence that ground shaking conditions at the site could be “severe.”  The City’s Safety 
Element Figure 8 (Peak Ground Acceleration) depicts anticipated peak ground 
acceleration contours throughout the City.  The figure indicates that peak earthquake-
related ground accelerations at the project site would be approximately 0.461g, which is 
generally similar to, or in some cases lower than, anticipated ground accelerations that 
are predicted to occur throughout the City.  As stated by the Revised Initial Study, 
compliance with building code requirements specified by the Uniform Building Code 
(California Building Code), would be sufficient to reduce potential earthquake-related 
damage to the proposed residence to a level similar to the risk throughout much of the 
City and to a less than significant level.  No further analysis of potential groundshaking 
impacts is required to comply with the impacts analysis requirements of CEQA. 

 
5-28. With regard to potential liquefaction-related impacts, both the Revised Initial Study (page 

13) and the Second Revised Draft EIR (Appendix B, page 5) conclude that the potential 
for liquefaction hazards at the project site is slight due to the soil conditions and low 
water table conditions. 
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5-29. The drainage system proposed for the project site would consist primarily of catch basins, 
a drainage swale, and a pipe that would convey collected water to an area above the 
Lighthouse Creek channel.  The proposed gravity-based system would not require 
extensive maintenance, and mitigation measure GEO-1 specifies that the property owner 
shall be responsible for providing long-term maintenance that is required to ensure the 
system operates adequately.  Similar to other private lot drainage systems in Santa 
Barbara, the City would not be responsible for conducting maintenance inspections, but if 
necessary, would respond to complaints that the system is not working adequately.  The 
proposed Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the project (EIR Appendix 
H), which would be approved by the City decision-maker for the permit application as a 
condition of project approval, identifies responsible parties and content of monitoring 
reports consistent with the requirements of the CEQA. 

 
5-30. Mitigation measure GEO-2 requires that the proposed caisson foundation system be 

approved by a licensed Engineering Geologist or Geotechnical Engineer.  Approval of 
final foundation design details is not deferred mitigation because the EIR has provided 
substantial evidence that the use of a caisson supported foundation system would reduce 
potential slope stability impacts to the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope, as well as 
potential subsidence and expansive soil impacts, to a less than significant level (see 
Second Revised Draft EIR pages 5.2-32 and 35, and 2013 Canyon Slope Stability 
Analysis and Erosion Study (EIR Appendix E).  The Revised Initial Study also evaluated 
potential construction-related noise impacts that could result from the use of drills to 
construct the caissons and determined that mitigation measures N-1, N-2 and N-3 would 
ensure that short-term noise impacts would be less than significant.   Please refer to 
Planning Commission comment response No. 17 for additional information regarding the 
installation of foundations caissons at the project site.  Therefore, the Draft and Final 
EIRs provide adequate information to conclude that the proposed caisson supported 
foundation system is practical and feasible, and would not result in additional significant 
environmental impacts.  Therefore, the requirement for a review of final foundation 
design details is not deferred mitigation.   

 
5-31. CEQA requires an EIR to address any project inconsistencies with the General Plan or 

resource plans. Required yard areas on the project site are depicted on the EIR Figure 
3.3-1 (Site Plan).  As shown, the proposed development would comply with applicable 
yard setback requirements of the City Zoning Code.  Analysis of the project’s compliance 
with zoning standards is provided by the City staff report and presentation in conjunction 
with their review of the requested Coastal Development Permit for the project. 

 
5-32. Please refer to response 5-10 above.  The City has not established specific setback 

requirements applicable to Lighthouse Creek as indicated by this comment; adequate 
setbacks are determined on a case-by-case basis based on conditions of the site and 
project.  The analysis provided by the EIR regarding the project’s compliance with LCP 
Policy 6.10 indicates that proposed development would be located approximately 20 to 
30 feet from areas on the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope that support native vegetation, 
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and would be approximately 70-80 feet from the Lighthouse Creek channel.  Therefore, 
substantial evidence is provided that the project would be potentially consistent with the 
requirements of Policy 6.10.  

 
5-33. Please refer to responses 5-2 through 5-9 above, which address comments included in this 

comment letter related to the opinions expressed by David Magney.  In general, the 
responses indicate that the proposed project’s potential impacts to wildlife, vegetation 
and habitat have been adequately evaluated, and the impacts of the project would be 
reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of mitigation measures 
BIO-1 through BIO-8, and mitigation measure W-1.  In addition, the project would be 
consistent with Coastal Act and City LCP policy requirements to enhance and preserve 
ecological resources because the project’s impacts to biological resources would not be 
significant after mitigation and the project proposes to restore approximately 8,000 
square feet of native habitat on the project site.  The project would also be consistent with 
the requirements of LCP Policy 6.8 as substantial setbacks would be provided between 
proposed on-site development and the biological resources associated with Lighthouse 
Creek (see Response 5-32), and the project’s potential water quality impacts would also 
be reduced to a less than significant level.  Therefore, the EIR has provided substantial 
evidence that the project would be consistent with applicable LCP goals and policies 
related to the protection and enhancement of biological resources.  

 
5-34. Please refer to response 5-16 regarding the EIR’s mitigation requirement that the project 

applicant obtain a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife.  Please also refer to response 5-10 regarding the City’s top of bank 
setback requirements.   

 
5-35. Please refer to response 5-5 regarding the potential for sensitive invertebrates to be 

located on the project site.  As stated by that response, the only sensitive invertebrate 
identified by Magney is known to exist at a site approximately 40 miles from the 
proposed project site.  Please refer to response 5-3, which states that no Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) have been designated by the City or the California 
Coastal Commission within the City’s Coastal Zone.  Response 5-3 also states that 
impacts to areas meeting the ESHA criteria per the Coastal Act definition are evaluated 
as part of environmental review and policy analysis for development applications, and 
that the Revised Initial Study (EIR Appendix A) and EIR Section 9.0 (Impacts Fount Not 
to be Consistent) evaluate the project’s impacts to potentially sensitive habitat in the 
project vicinity.  The analysis demonstrates that identified impacts would be reduced to a 
less than significant level with the implementation of proposed mitigation measures. 
Therefore, the project would not result in significant impacts to environmentally sensitive 
resources.  Please refer to response 5-2, which states that the project site was surveyed for 
rare plants on three occasions.  Therefore, adequate data and substantial evidence has 
been provided to conclude that the proposed project would be potentially consistent with 
the LCP Policy related to the preservation of habitats of rare and endangered species. 
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5-36. Please refer to responses 5-14, 5-15 and 5-33, which demonstrate that the proposed 
project’s impacts to the resources of Lighthouse Creek would be reduced to a less than 
significant level with the implementation of identified mitigation measures.  Please refer 
to response 5-3, which states that there is no designated ESHA in the City and that 
SBMC Section 28.75.045 pertaining to hazardous waste facilities is not applicable to the 
proposed project.  The SBMC does not include a Section 28.44.440. If commenter meant 
to refer to Section 28.44.040, that section provides Definitions of terms, not specific 
permit requirements applicable to the project.   

 
5-37. Please refer to responses 5-17 through 5-23.  As demonstrated by those responses, the 

Second Revised Draft EIR adequately reviewed impacts related to the location of the top 
of bluff and the rate of bluff retreat at the project site.  Therefore, the EIR provides 
substantial evidence that the project is potentially consistent with the requirements of 
Coastal Act Section 30253. 

 
5-38. The Second Revised Draft EIR provides extensive analysis of the slope stability 

conditions of the project site and the slope stability impacts of the project.  Please refer to 
the following:  

 
 EIR Appendix A: Revised Initial Study Section 5d-f (Geologic or Soil Instability) and 

Exhibit E (Anikouchine, 2005) 
 EIR Section 5.2.1 (Setting: landslide hazards). 
 EIR Section 5.2.3 (Impact Evaluation: Bedding Plane Fracture Investigation; 

Additional Slope Stability Analysis; and Lighthouse Creek Canyon Slope Stability). 
 EIR Section 5.2.5 (Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts). 
 EIR Appendices B, C and E.   

 
The information included in the Revised Initial Study and the EIR sections described 
above provide substantial evidence that with the implementation of mitigation measures 
identified in EIR Section 5.2.5 the project’s potential slope stability impacts would be 
reduced to a less than significant level.  The EIR also provides substantial evidence that 
the project could be found consistent with the requirements of Coastal Act Section 30253 
and policies of the City’s LCP related to cliff top development. 
 

5-39. Please refer to response 5-29 regarding the project’s proposed drainage and maintenance 
requirements.  With the implementation of mitigation measure GEO-1 the project would 
provide a drainage system consistent with the drainage system requirements of the LCP. 

 
5-40. Proposed grading on the project site would not be conducted on the bluff face. Therefore, 

the project would not result in grading in areas that have been affected by small 
landslides or soil slumps in the recent past.  Also, please refer to response 5-38, which 
demonstrates that based on substantial analysis, the ocean bluff on the project site is 
considered stable.  Proposed grading would occur on the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope. 
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The slope stability analysis conducted for that slope concluded that it is grossly stable 
(see EIR Appendix E). Grading plans and reports would be prepared by qualified 
professionals (e.g., soils engineers, geotechnical engineers, engineering geologists) per 
Building Code requirements (SBMC § 22.04).  

 
5-41. Coastal Act Policy 30251 requires that the scenic and visual quality of coastal areas be 

“considered and protected.”  LCP Policy 9.1 has similar requirements.  The EIR provides 
extensive analysis of the potential for the project to adversely affect views of coastal 
resources, including the ocean.  Through the use of photosimulations the EIR visually 
demonstrates that the proposed residence would have a minor effect on existing public 
views of the ocean.  The EIR also provides substantial evidence that potential ocean view 
impacts that may result from landscaping (if trees allowed to grow above the roofline, 
and visual compatibility impacts that may result from future changes to the color of the 
proposed residence (if not neutral or earth-tone) can be reduced to a less than significant 
level by color specification and design review.  Therefore, existing coastal views have 
been considered and protected as required by Coastal Act Policy 30251.  Policy 30251 
also requires that alterations to natural landforms be minimized.  As proposed, the project 
would result in minor grading (288 cubic yards of cut and 21 cubic yards of fill).  
Therefore, the project would also be consistent with requirements to minimize landform 
alterations. 

 
5-42. The EIR provides extensive analysis of the potential for the project to adversely affect 

views of coastal resources, including the Lighthouse Creek canyon and channel. Through 
the use of photosimulations (see EIR Figures 5.1-4 and 5.1-5) the EIR visually 
demonstrates that the proposed residence would have a minor effect on the existing visual 
conditions of Lighthouse Creek.  On page 5.1-17 of the EIR, the analysis concludes “..the 
structure would not substantially alter the visual extent of the view corridor because the 
western edge of the corridor would continue to be defined by existing trees, bushes and 
houses.”  The “view corridor” mentioned by this EIR excerpt refers to the Lighthouse 
Creek channel, canyon and adjacent residential development.  In addition, the project 
would remove approximately 8,000 square feet of non-native vegetation and replace it 
with native plants and habitat.  This restoration effort would have a beneficial effect on 
existing visual conditions.  Therefore, the EIR provides substantial evidence that the 
project would be potentially consistent with the LCP policy referred to by this comment.  

 
5-43. The Revised Initial Study (EIR Appendix A) includes photosimulations depicting the 

appearance of the residence that was originally proposed for the project site.  Those 
simulations include views of the project site from three viewpoints on the beach near the 
project site.  The original residence design was for a two-story residence that would have 
had a structure height approximately 10 feet taller than the current project design that is 
depicted in Final EIR Figures 3.3-2 and 3.3-3.   

 
The previous project design photosimulations show that the residence would have been 
partially visible from the selected viewpoints along the beach near the project site.  The 
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Second Revised Draft EIR (page 5.1-33) concluded that, based on the photosimulations 
prepared for the previous project design, the current project design would not result in 
significant impacts to views from the beach because the original (taller) residence design 
would not have interfered with views of scenic resources such as the Santa Ynez 
Mountains; and the reduced height of the current project design would be less visible 
from the beach than what is depicted by the original residence design simulations.  
Although the currently proposed residence may be visible from viewpoints along the 
beach, the project would not result in the loss of a substantial amount of open space or 
result in grading or vegetation removal that would adversely affect existing views from 
the beach.  The proposed residence constitutes limited in-fill development within an 
existing residential neighborhood, and would have a size that is similar to or smaller than 
other ocean front homes in the project area.  Also, the proposed design must be approved 
by the City’s Single Family Design Board, which would ensure design consistency with 
other nearby residences and the natural context that can be seen from the beach.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to views from the 
beach.  Therefore, the Second Revised Draft EIR provides substantial evidence that the 
project would be potentially consistent with the requirements of LCP Policy 9.1.  

 
5-44. Please refer to topical response pertaining to the EIR analysis of bluff retreat and 

response 5-43.  Over the life of the proposed project it is expected that the project site 
bluff will gradually retreat landward.  However, the retreat of the bluff would not 
substantially alter the visual context of the project site, the project area, or the proposed 
residence.  Over time, the proposed residence would continue to be visually compatible 
with other residential structures in the existing coastal residential neighborhood, and the 
gradual bluff retreat does not have the potential to substantially change the project’s 
visual effect to and from the coast.   

 
5-45. Please refer to EIR Figure 3.3-1 (Site Plan).  The project site plan shows and labels an 

“existing pedestrian access easement” along the western perimeter of the project site.  It 
is not a public path. Also as shown by the site plan, the project would not result in the 
development of any structural impediments that would hinder access to or use of the 
easement.  

 
5-46. Please refer to the Access Easement Topical Response, which is provided above and 

addresses access-related issues related to the proposed project.   
 
5-47 As shown on Safety Element Figure 20 (City of Santa Barbara General Plan High Fire 

Hazard Zones) the project site is not located in a designated high fire hazard zone.  The 
Fire Department has, however, required that the proposed structure be built in accordance 
with the City’s High Fire Construction requirements (mitigation measure H-3), which 
would lessen potential fire hazards, and has found access for fire response to be adequate 
with this measure.  Other required fire safety measures in accordance with the City Fire 
Code include the installation of sprinklers (mitigation measure H-1), monitored fire alarm 
(mitigation measure H-2), and fire protection systems maintenance agreement (mitigation 
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measure H-4). Based on input from and the requirements of the Fire Department, the EIR 
concludes that the required mitigation measures would be adequate to reduce potential 
project-related fire protection impacts to a less than significant level.   

 
This comment also refers to a specific fire risk reduction standard related to vegetation 
management adjacent to driveways within designated High Fire Hazard Areas. The 
project is not located within a designated High Fire Hazard area, and the referenced 
standard would not be applicable to the proposed project.  Also please note that the only 
vegetation adjacent to the project site’s access driveway is a very minor amount of 
ornamental landscaping that would not be considered to pose a fire hazard.     
 

5-48. These paragraphs summarize CEQA requirements related to the evaluation of alternatives 
to a proposed project.  No response is required.  

 
5-49. This comment provides a summary of the alternatives analysis included in the Second 

Revised Draft EIR.  In regard to the summary provided, please note that: 
 

 The EIR evaluated two alternatives to the project, the mandatory “No Project” 
alternative and a Smaller Project Alternative.   
 

 The Smaller Project Alternative design assumed that the residence developed on 
the project site would have a total floor area of 1,604 square feet compared to the 
2,089 square feet of the proposed project.  The alternative design would result in a 
floor area reduction of 485 square feet, a substantial overall reduction of 
approximately 23 percent, when compared to the proposed project.   

 
 The EIR uses photosimulations to evaluate potential aesthetic/view obstruction 

impacts of the Smaller Project Alternative, which would have a maximum height 
that is three feet taller than the proposed project.  That analysis concludes that the 
Alternative’s impacts would be similar to or slightly reduced when compared to 
the proposed project.  The EIR also evaluates potential grading-related impacts 
that would result from the Smaller Project Alternative, which would require 
approximately 500 cubic yards of grading, compared to approximately 288 cubic 
yards for the proposed project.  That analysis concludes that potential grading-
related impacts would be similar to those of the proposed project, which would be 
reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of mitigation 
measures. 

 
 Please refer to responses 5-10 and 5-14 regarding required top of bank setbacks in 

the City, and the proposed project’s setbacks from native habitat that would be 
provided by the proposed project.  Please refer to response 5-17 and 5-20 
regarding the location of the top of bluff at the project site and the proposed 
building setback from the top of bluff.  As demonstrated by those responses, the 
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proposed project and the Smaller Project Alternative would implement 
appropriate bluff and creek setbacks. 

 
5-50. The Smaller Project Alternative evaluates the environmental effects that would result 

from two major changes to the proposed project: a substantially different design 
appearance for the residence on the project site; and a substantial reduction in the size of 
the proposed project.  Therefore, the Smaller Project Alternative combined the evaluation 
of two feasible alternatives to the proposed project: a smaller project alternative and a 
project redesign alternative. The analysis of the Smaller Project Alternative concludes 
that a residence on the project site that is smaller than the proposed project would slightly 
reduce already less-than-significant project impacts related to the obstruction of an 
important scenic view (views of the ocean), even though the maximum height of the 
alternative design would three feet higher than the height of the proposed project.  The 
analysis also concludes that the implementation of the Smaller Project Alternative would 
not be required to reduce the impacts of the proposed project to a less than significant 
level.  Other visual aesthetic and geology impacts of the Smaller Project Alternative 
would generally be similar to the impacts of the proposed project, and potential grading 
related impacts that could result from the Alternative would be reduced to a less than 
significant level with the implementation of proposed mitigation measures.   

 
The EIR evaluated a feasible alternative that would attain the basic objectives of the 
project.  The analysis of the Smaller Project Alternative concludes that developing a 
smaller residence on the project site would result in additional reductions in less than 
significant project-related impacts to ocean views.  With impacts already less than 
significant, it is not necessary for the EIR to evaluate an even smaller design alternative 
to demonstrate that reducing the size of the residence on the project site further reduces 
the project’s less than significant impacts on ocean views.  Therefore, information 
provided by the analysis of the Smaller Project Alternative promotes informed decision-
making and complies with the requirements of CEQA. 

 
5-51. The EIR considered other potential alternatives to the project, such as developing 

alternative uses on the project site, an alternative project site, and relocating the residence 
to another location on the project site.  The project site has long been designated for 
residential use, and those suggested alternatives were rejected as being inconsistent with 
the primary objective of the project, which is to develop a residence on the developable 
portion of the project site, or because they were infeasible for reasons outlined in the EIR.  
CEQA requires that alternatives be capable of implementing most of the basic objectives 
of the project, and involve reduction of significant impacts of the project. CEQA provides 
that infeasible alternatives not be further evaluated.  As a result of these provisions, the 
range of feasible and reasonable alternatives to the proposed project is limited.  Please 
refer to response 5-50, which demonstrates that the EIR did not need to evaluate an 
alternative residence design that was smaller than what was evaluated by the Smaller 
Project Alternative.  The other alternatives suggested by this comment would not attain 
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the basic objective of the project to construct a residence on the project site and as such 
are not feasible alternatives to the project and are not required to be evaluated. 

 
5-52. This comment provides opinions of the commenter regarding the proposed project and 

requests that additional environmental review for the project be conducted.  Please refer 
to the responses provided above, which indicate that the environmental review included 
in the EIR adequately evaluates the impacts of the proposed project under the provisions 
of CEQA, and no additional analysis is required. 
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From: Rodriguez, Julie
To: Kennedy, Kathleen
Subject: FW: Public comment for draft EIR at 1837 1/2 El Camino de la Luz
Date: Thursday, December 08, 2016 8:45:38 AM

From: Lou deBourbon [mailto:loudebourbon@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 29, 2016 3:53 PM
To: Community Development PC Secretary <pcsecretary@SantaBarbaraCA.gov>
Subject: Public comment for draft EIR at 1837 1/2 El Camino de la Luz

Dear Planning Commissioners,
I am writing in opposition to the proposed development at 1837
1/2 El Camino de la Luz.

For over 20 years I have had the pleasure of visiting the area. The
view from La Mesa Park and the foot bridge over Lighthouse
Creek is a special and beautiful coastal feature and has always
provided a wonderful view past the creek mouth to the ocean and
islands. From the beach below the undisturbed canyon opening
also is an impressive sight for locals and out of town visitors.

At the November 17 hearing there was a great deal of discussion
about the interpretation of "top of ocean bluff" and "top of
creek/canyon" as though they were separate entities. At the
location under consideration they come together and form a
unique coastal corner. It is a special landmark where the canyons
and creeks come to the sea, and the earth and water meet and
only two high points exist.

The forces of nature slowly whittle away the land on each side.
This natural boundary transformational process in nature is very
special. This is what I cherish most about this view toward the
ocean - the rounded corner of the bluff, undisturbed and
gradually changing over time.

These ocean/creek corners should have special protection in
Santa Barbara. There are so few they should be considered

6-1

Letter No. 6



Heritage Sites. As long as they are allowed to weather naturally,
future generations will be able to enjoy, not just the moment, but
the historical perspective nature has provided. A 100 foot
caisson, or even a 10 foot one would forever deprive us of that
experience.
Sincerely,
Louis DeBourbon

6-1
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Comment Letter No. 6 
Lou DeBourbon 
Date: November 29, 2016 

6-1 This comment conveys opposition to the project, and expresses a variety of opinions 
regarding views of the ocean available from La Mesa Park and the footbridge over 
Lighthouse Creek; the EIR’s definition of the top of ocean bluff and the top of the 
Lighthouse Creek canyon slope; and the general visual appearance of the project site and 
surrounding area.  These statements do not address the adequacy of the environmental 
impact analysis provided by the EIR but have been included in the Final EIR to inform 
decision-makers of the commenter’s opinions. Also please see topical responses 
pertaining to top of bluff and top of creek canyon slope. 
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From: Rodriguez, Julie on behalf of Community Development PC Secretary
Cc: Gularte, Beatriz; Vincent, Scott; Kennedy, Kathleen
Subject: FW: Objection to 1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence (SCH No. 2005041031) 2nd Draft EIR
Date: Monday, November 14, 2016 9:19:18 AM

Public Comment letter received for 1837.5 El Camino de la Luz.
Julie Rodriguez
Planning Commission Secretary
CITY OF SANTA BARBARA, Community Development
(805) 564-5470 x 4535 | PCSecretary@SantaBarbaraCA.gov
From: Kim Finegold [mailto:kfinegold73@gmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, November 12, 2016 2:52 PM
To: Community Development PC Secretary 
Cc: Kennedy, Kathleen 
Subject: Objection to 1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence (SCH No. 2005041031) 2nd Draft EIR
Joe and Kim Finegold
1903 El Camino de la Luz
Santa Barbara, Ca 93109
November 17, 2016 Hearing
Planning Commission
City of Santa Barbara
Community Development Department
630 Garden St.
Santa Barbara, CA 93102
Re: Second Draft EIR
1837.5 El Camino de la Luz
SCH No. 2005041031
Honorable Commissioners:
We have lived at 1903 El Camino de la Luz since 2014. We object to the development proposed at
 1837.5 El Camino de la Luz. We are adding our voices of those of our neighbors who have very clearly
 and consistently, over the last 20 plus years, objected to the development of this very small parcel of
 land at the edge of the bluff. We agree with all the points submitted by Greg and Judith Smith, Stan
 Krome and Joanna Morgan, Bruce and Grace Peterson and Rafael and Linda Franco among others
Of particular concern to us is the issue of the setback from the edge of the bluff. Section 30253 of the
 Coastal Act states Minimization of adverse impacts New development shall: (1) Minimize risks to life and
 property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. (2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and
 neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or
 surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would substantially
 alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. Mark Johnsson, Staff Geologist in his MEMORANDUM of
 16 January 2003 states
Because coastal bluffs are dynamic, evolving landforms, establishing appropriate development setbacks
 from coastal bluffs is far more challenging than it is for manufactured or natural slopes not subject to
 erosion at the base of the slope. The mechanisms of coastal bluff retreat are complex, but can be
 grouped into two broad categories. Bluff retreat may occur suddenly and catastrophically through slope
 failure involving the entire bluff, or more gradually through grainby-grain erosion by marine, subaerial,
 and ground water processes. For both processes, the setback must be adequate to assure safety over
 the design life of the development.
The EIR authors cite various sources (page 107) who, using a variety of techniques, predict the rate of
 retreat of the bluff ranges from 1-8 inches per year. Additionally, the inherent instability of our bluffs is
 well evidenced by the major slide in 1978 just to the west of the proposed building site, the loss of many
 segments of the bluff in Shoreline Park and the loss of several trees from the bluffs in Douglas Family
 Preserve. To allow a construction project of this magnitude at and over the edge of the bluff is
 irresponsible at best and risking the lives and property of those currently living in the area at worst.
Finally, as stated so many times in the past, this small parcel of land lacks legal access with the driveway
 back to the parcel being 6.5 feet wide at one point and either 7.5 feet or 9 feet for most of the rest. It is

7-1
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7-3
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 hard to imagine the equipment needed to construct a building of this size being able to access the site.
 However, of greater concern to us, is the inadequate access for emergency vehicles, particularly fire
 trucks. Should a fire break out in or around this structure, it would be impossible for fire trucks to reach
 the site and this would put our entire neighborhood in danger.
Thank you for your consideration,
Kim and Joe Finegold
1903 El Camino de la Luz

7-3
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Comment Letter No. 7 
Kim and Joe Finegold 
Date: November 14, 2016 
 
7-1. This comment conveys opposition to the project, and expresses concurrence with 

comments made by others in opposition to the proposed project, cites Coastal Act Section 
30253, and provides an excerpt from a California Coastal Commission guidelines for 
assessing ocean bluff retreat impacts on new development.   

The EIR determines that based on the extensive slope stability analysis that has been 
conducted for the project site and for the proposed project, the project could be found 
consistent with the requirements of Coastal Act Section 30253 pertaining to slope 
stability and setbacks.  Please refer to comment response 2-7 above, which explains that 
the EIR evaluates the potential for bluff retreat impacts at the project site using the 
methodology outlined in the Coastal Commission guidelines titled Establishing 
Development Setbacks from Coastal Bluffs (Johnsson, 2003).   

 
7-2. This comment expresses general opinions regarding reported bluff retreat rates at the 

project site and potential slope stability impacts that may affect the project.  The 
comments do not specifically address the adequacy of the analysis included in the EIR, 
therefore, no additional response is required.  The comment has been included in the 
Final EIR to inform decision-makers of the commenter’s opinions. 

 
7-3. Please refer to the Access Easement topical response provided above regarding the 

adequacy of project-related access easements.  The existing access easements were 
evaluated by the Santa Barbara Fire Department and determined to be adequate with the 
implementation of proposed mitigation measures..  

 
EIR Section 9.1.3 (Impacts Found Not to be Significant: Hazards) addresses the potential 
for fire hazard due to the project location adjacent to native vegetation and the narrow 
width of the access driveway.  The EIR concludes, in accordance with Fire Department 
recommendations, that potential fire hazards would be less than significant with 
provisions requiring that the structure be built in accordance with the City’s Fire Code 
and High Fire Construction requirements (mitigation measure H-3), the installation of 
sprinklers (mitigation measure H-1), monitored fire alarm (mitigation measure H-2), and 
fire protection systems maintenance agreement (mitigation measure H-4).  The EIR 
concludes that the required mitigation measures would be adequate to reduce potential 
project-related fire hazard impacts to a less than significant level.   
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Comment Letter No. 8 
Rafael Franco 
Date: November 17, 2016 
 
8-1. Please refer to EIR Section 1.3 (Scope and Content of this EIR) and Section 1.4 (EIR 

Preparation History for the Proposed Project).  Those impacts determined to be less than 
significant or mitigated to a less than significant level as part of the Initial Study are not 
part of the EIR scope of analysis for further study. As described, the Revised Initial Study 
prepared for the project (EIR Appendix A) concludes that the proposed project would 
have the potential to result in significant aesthetic impacts that required evaluation in a 
project-specific EIR.  The analysis of project-related geologic impacts was subsequently 
added to the scope of the EIR following the public scoping hearing.  The Revised Initial 
Study concluded that potential environmental impacts related to project site access would 
be less than significant level with legal confirmation of access (mitigation measure T-1), 
which has since occurred.  The further EIR evaluation of vehicular and pedestrian access 
to the project site and adjacent beach is not necessary and has not at any stage been part 
of the scope of EIR analysis for the project. 

 
8-2. Please refer to the Access Topical Response, which addresses access-related issues 

related to the proposed project. 
 
8-3. The 2011 slope stability evaluation prepared for the proposed project (EIR Appendix C) 

concludes that “…the bluff laden with the largest building conceivable for the site is 
stable under conditions for planar failure even during a seismic event.”  As indicated, the 
weight of a new structure on the project site was included in the slope stability analysis.   

 
 Please refer to response 5-21, which compares estimated rates of bluff retreat at the 

project site with retreat rates at other locations in the City.  In regard to the proposed 
structure’s setback from the top of the coastal bluff, please refer to EIR Appendix D Plate 
1 and EIR Figure 5.2-1 (Revised Top of Bluff Location).  The top of bluff setbacks 
depicted by the Appendix and EIR figures are identical. 

 
8-4. The photosimulations depicting the proposed residence included in EIR Figures 5.1-5, 

5.1-7 and 5.1-9 reflect the current project design and location.  Therefore, the simulations 
provide an accurate depiction of visual conditions at and near the project site that would 
result if the proposed project were to be implemented.  Please refer to response 8-15 
regarding the project’s compliance with the City’s creek bank development requirements.  
In regard to the comment related to building color, proposed mitigation measure AES-1 
addresses potential impacts that could occur in the future if the color of the proposed 
residence were to be changed, which could include painting the proposed stone veneer. 

 
8-5. These comments indicate that additional information has been attached to the comments 

submitted regarding the EIR.  The additional information items have been attached to the 
end of the comment letter. 
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8-6.  Please refer to response 8-1 regarding the scope of analysis required to be included in the 

project EIR. 
 
8-7. The referenced table does not represent the entirety of the analysis. Please refer to EIR 

Sections 5.2.1 (Setting) and 5.2.3 (Impact Evaluation), which provide additional detail 
regarding existing conditions at the project site and potential impacts that could result 
from the presence of fill soil, subsidence, expansive soils, and landslides.  The potential 
effects of these geological conditions have been extensively evaluated by the EIR, which 
concludes that the proposed project design and mitigation measures would reduce 
potential geologic hazard impacts of the project to a less than significant level. 

 
8-8. In addition to complying with the requirements of mitigation measure GEO-2 

(Foundation Design Approval) the project would be required to obtain a building permit 
that implements the requirements of the California Building Code as it has been adopted 
by the City of Santa Barbara. This provides for geologist and geotechnical engineering 
basis for grading and building plan approvals.  The slope stability analysis prepared for 
the project was prepared by Dr. Anikouchine, a Certified Engineering Geologist, who is 
qualified to conduct slope analyses in marine environments.  Also, Dr. Anikouchine’s 
2011 slope stability analysis was reviewed by California Coastal Commission geologist 
Mark Johnsson, who concurred with the analysis and conclusions.   

 
8-9. The use of foundation support caissons at the project site is a project design feature and is 

not a mitigation measure recommended by the EIR.  The proposed caissons would extend 
approximately seven to eight feet below the ground surface of the project site.  Therefore, 
due to their relatively small size, and their size in relation to the approximately 110-foot 
high project site ocean bluff, should some of the caissons be exposed after the 75-year 
useful life of the proposed residence, their appearance would not substantially affect 
coastal views.   

 
8-10. Please refer to the Access Topical Response, which address access-related issues related 

to the proposed project. 
 
8-11. Recommended measure T-3 requires that the City Transportation and Parking Manager 

approve the location of parking spaces for construction workers.  The intent of this 
measure is to identify a suitable parking location that will minimize conflicts with 
surrounding land uses and circulation. 

 
8-12. The proposed project does not include the construction of “10 ft high by 75 ft long 

retaining walls” as asserted by this comment.  Please refer to EIR Figures 3.3-2 and 3.3-3 
(building elevations), which show that the project would include the use of foundation 
walls.  Section 5.1.1 of the EIR evaluated potential aesthetic impacts of the proposed 
foundation walls and concluded that they would not result in a significant aesthetic 
impact.  In addition, EIR Section 6.3 (Single Family Residence Design Guidelines) 
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concluded that the proposed foundation walls would be consistent with the design 
guidelines.  The Revised Initial Study identifies that grading and construction activities at 
the project site would have the potential to result in erosion and other water quality 
impacts to the Lighthouse Creek, and that mitigation measure BIO-4 (Erosion 
Control/Water Quality Plan) would reduce potential erosion and water quality impacts to 
a less than significant level.   

 
 Please refer to the Access to the Project Site topical response provided above for 

additional information regarding the construction vehicles that would be used at the 
project site. The proposed project would excavate approximately 288 cubic yards of soil 
from the project site.  The excavated soil would be removed from the project site using a 
small pickup truck.   

 
8-13. As depicted on EIR Figure 3.3-1 (Site Plan) the finished floor elevations for the proposed 

residence would be between 109 and 111 feet above sea level.  The existing asphalt pad 
on the project site, where the western portion of the proposed residence would be located, 
has an elevation of approximately 109 feet in the southeast corner, and an elevation of 
approximately 112 feet in the northwest corner.  Therefore, no fill material would be 
required to construct the proposed residence.  As stated in EIR Section 3.3.3 (Grading), 
construction of the project would require the excavation of approximately 288 cubic 
yards of soil.  Most of the excavated material would be removed from the eastern portion 
of the proposed construction site.  Approximately 21 cubic yards of fill would be required 
to construct the proposed driveway. 

 
8-14. The Planning Commission did not request evaluation of views from the beach as part of 

the EIR scoping, as indicated in hearing minutes from September 22, 2005 included in 
Appendix A of the EIR.  Section 5.1.3 (Impact Evaluation: Other Views) of the EIR 
provides an evaluation of potential project-related impact to views from the beach.  That 
analysis concludes that the project’s impacts would be less than significant.  Also, please 
refer to Planning Commission Comment Response No. 7, which provides additional 
information related to the project’s impacts to views from beach viewpoints located near 
the project site.  

 
8-15. This comment does not identify the creek side design guidelines that the proposed project 

would be inconsistent with.  The City’s Zoning Ordinance includes setback standards for 
new development along the banks of Mission Creek (Section 28.87.250, Development 
Along Creeks), however, those requirements apply only to Mission Creek and are not 
applicable to Lighthouse Creek and the project site.  Local Coastal Plan (LCP) Policy 
6.10 addresses setback requirements from creeks in the City’s coastal zone and requires 
that a setback for native vegetation be provided between the top of the bank and proposed 
development.  The Policy states: “The City shall require a setback buffer for native 
vegetation between the top of the bank and any proposed project.  This setback will vary 
depending upon the conditions of the site and the environmental impact of the proposed 
project.”  Based on the requirements of Policy 6.10, the setbacks for new development 
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along Lighthouse Creek are to be reviewed on a project-specific basis.  The EIR 
evaluates creek-related effects of the project, including visual effects, and concludes that 
with identified mitigation measures, impacts would be less than significant. Section 6.2 
of the EIR (Coastal Act and Local Coastal Plan (LCP) Policies) concludes that the 
proposed project could be found consistent with the requirements of LCP Policy 6.10. 

 
The project is of limited scope and would be in-fill development within an existing 
residential neighborhood context on a lot designated for residential development. The 
EIR provides extensive analysis of the potential for the project to adversely affect views 
of coastal resources, including the ocean.  Through the use of photosimulations the EIR 
visually demonstrates that the proposed residence would have a minor effect on existing 
public views of the ocean. The EIR also provides substantial evidence that potential 
ocean view impacts that may result from landscaping, and potential visual compatibility 
impacts that could result from future changes to the color of the proposed residence can 
be reduced to a less than significant level with identified requirements.  The project 
requires City Design Review approval per City design guidelines, which will also ensure 
visual compatibility and no significant view impacts. 

 
8-16. Exhibit E of the Revised Initial Study for the proposed project (EIR Appendix A) is a 

review of 17 previous reports that pertain to geological conditions at the project site.  The 
review of the previous reports was conducted by Dr. Anikouchine.  Dr. Anikouchine’s 
review of the previous reports includes a summary of Dr. Weaver’s investigation of the 
1978 El Camino de la Luz landslide.  Dr. Anikouchine was aware of Dr. Weaver’s 
investigation when he prepared the more detailed 2011 slope stability analysis for the 
specific project site and proposed project (EIR Appendix C).  Also, The Revised Initial 
Study and the EIR both describe the El Camino de la Luz landslide of 1978.  EIR Figure 
5.2-7 (Landslides in the Project Area) describes and depicts the location of the 1978 
landslide, and the effects and probable causes of the landslide are described on EIR pages 
5.2-3 and -25.  The EIR identifies potential existing geological conditions and hazards 
and concludes that the project site underlying geologic formation is stable and the project 
can be engineered without significant geological impact. 

 
8-17. The Geotechnologies Inc. reports referred to by this comment were not used to prepare 

the project EIR.  The reports are, however, included in EIR Appendix I and the project 
analysis was informed by them.   

 
In regard to comments regarding Dr. Anikouchine’s work on the El Camino de la Luz 
Residence project EIR, Dr. Anikouchine has not prepared project-related studies under 
the direction of the project applicant.   All work conducted by Dr. Anikouchine related to 
the analysis and review of the proposed project has been conducted to implement scopes 
of work developed with and approved by the City of Santa Barbara Planning Division in 
accordance with contract requirements between the City of Santa Barbara and Rodriguez 
Consulting Inc, the preparer of the Project EIR.  Throughout the entire EIR preparation 
process, Dr. Anikouchine worked exclusively as a subconsultant to Rodriguez Consulting 
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Inc., with payment for all work conducted by Dr. Anikouchine related to the analysis and 
review of the proposed project provided by Rodriguez Consulting Inc. In addition, the 
applicant submitted updated reports prepared by EarthSystems Pacific, at the request of 
the City of Santa Barbara Planning Division.   

 
8-18. The EIR provides an extensive evaluation of the slope stability characteristics of the 

project site (EIR Section 5.2.3 and Appendix C) and concludes that the bluff slope is 
stable and would remain stable after the addition of the weight of the proposed residence.  
In addition, the Coastal Commission staff geologist reviewed and concurred with the 
slope stability analysis conducted for the project.   

 
8-19. Comments related to the backfilling of the geological inspection trench constructed at the 

project site do not address the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis included in 
the EIR.  Please refer to EIR Appendix I, response 20-1, which provides information 
regarding the backfilling of the inspection trench.  

 
8-20. This comment expresses opinions that EIR Figure 5.2-8 is misleading and asserts that the 

figure appears to depict a plane failure rather than a wedge failure.  Please refer to the 
analysis on EIR page 5.2-27, which states that Figure 5.2-8 depicts a potential wedge 
bock failure area.  The slope stability analysis was conducted by Dr. Anikouchine, who is 
a registered geologist and a certified engineering geologist with over 37 years of 
experience in the fields of shoreline erosion, coastal oceanography and engineering 
geology, and conducting slope stability analyses, and utilized State evaluation criteria. 
The analysis considered all types of potential failures, including both wedge and plane. In 
addition, California Coastal Commission geologist Mark Johnsson has reviewed the slope 
stability analysis prepared by Dr. Anikouchine and indicated that he concurs with the 
analysis and conclusions of the report.  The commenter is not a registered geologist, 
certified engineering geologist or geological engineer, however, the comments will be 
forwarded to decision-makers so they will be aware of the commenter’s opinions.  Please 
refer to response 8-16 regarding Dr. Weaver’s investigation of the 1978 El Camino de la 
Luz landslide. 

 
8-21. Please refer to response 8-13. No fill material would be used to construct the proposed 

residence.  The slope stability analysis determined that the ocean bluff on the project site 
would be stable after the addition of project-related weight under earthquake conditions.  
Therefore, the project site would also remain stable under static (non-earthquake) 
conditions.  No additional slope stability analysis is required.  

 
8-22. This comment suggests that additional geologic factors should be considered related to 

the evaluation of the proposed project’s potential slope stability impacts.  Please refer to 
response 8-20.  The project technical analysis considered factor of safety and potential for 
plan failure in accordance with State evaluation criteria.  
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8-23. The 2011 slope stability analysis (Second Revised Draft EIR Appendix C) assumed that 
the project would add 100,000 pounds (50 tons) of weight to the proposed building area.  
The analysis did not include the weight reduction that would result from grading and 
removing approximately 288 cubic yards of soil from the project site.  Therefore, the 
project-related weight assumptions used to evaluate potential slope stability conditions 
and impacts are conservative, meaning they likely over-estimate the weight-related 
effects of the project. 

 
8-24. This comment suggests that additional geologic factors should be considered related to 

the evaluation of the proposed project’s potential slope stability impacts.  Please refer to 
response 8-20.  The project geotechnical analysis was conducted by qualified geologists 
in conformity with State evaluation criteria.  

 
8-25. The existing top of bluff depicted on EIR Figure 5.2-1 (Revised Top of Bluff Location) 

depicts the current top of bluff and reflects existing conditions at the project site, 
including the topography of the bluff edge where it descends steeply towards Lighthouse 
Creek.  The Figure also depicts the projected location of the top of bluff after the 
estimated 75-year period of seacliff retreat.  As indicated in EIR Section 1.4 (EIR 
Preparation History for the Proposed Project), the California Coastal Commission staff 
geologist has reviewed and concurred with the Second Revised Draft EIR’s depiction of 
the existing and projected locations of the top of bluff at the project site.   

 
8-26. This comment asserts that the rate of bluff retreat at the project site over a recent six year 

period was 12 inches per year.  The Earth Systems Pacific report (EIR Appendix D) 
estimated the rate of bluff retreat at the project site and provides a detailed explanation of 
the methodology used to derive the estimated rate of retreat.  As such, the report provides 
substantial evidence regarding bluff retreat conditions at the project site.  The report 
determined that the rate of retreat at the project site was 1.02 inches per year.  That rate of 
retreat was increased by 20 percent to 1.22 inches per year in recognition of potential 
increases in sea level and wave action that could occur as a result of climate change. The 
bluff retreat rates used by the EIR were peer reviewed and found to be adequate by Mark 
Johnsson, the California Coastal Commission staff geologist.   

 
8-27. Please refer to response 2-7 above, which describes how the bluff retreat impacts of the 

proposed project were evaluated consistent with Coastal Commission guidelines. 
 
8-28. Please refer to the Coastal Commission comment letter regarding the proposed project 

dated December 1, 2016.  Both City of Santa Barbara staff and California Coastal 
Commission geologist Mark Johnsson (2013) concur with the retreat rate identified by 
Earth Systems Pacific report. City of Santa Barbara staff discussed the retreat rate and 
report with Mark Johnsson by telephone.  

 
8-29. Please refer to response 8-15 regarding design guidelines that are applicable to the 

proposed project.  Please refer to responses 8-1 and 8-14 regarding the scope of analysis 
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included in the project EIR.  In regard to mitigation measures identified by the EIR to 
reduce potential visual impacts, the EIR provides extensive analysis of the potential for 
the project to adversely affect views of coastal resources, including the ocean.  Through 
the use of photosimulations the EIR visually demonstrates that the proposed residence 
would have a minor effect on existing public views of the ocean.  The EIR also provides 
substantial evidence that potential ocean view impacts that may result from landscaping, 
and visual compatibility impacts that may result from future changes to the color of the 
proposed residence can be reduced to a less than significant level.  The project requires 
City Design Review approval per City design guidelines, which will also ensure visual 
compatibility and no significant view impacts. 

 
8-30. This comment regarding the EIR’s evaluation of growth inducing impacts provided an 

incomplete quote from the EIR.  The complete statement in the EIR is provided below 
recognizes the feasibility of providing public services and utilities: 

 
 “The El Camino de la Luz residence project would be served by sewer, water and other 

utility services that have been established in the project area.  Access to the project site is 
proposed to be provided by an existing substandard-sized easement.  No road 
improvements would be required to obtain access to the project site.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not require an extension of public services that have the potential 
to result in or facilitate unplanned growth in the project area.”   

 
As an existing legal lot, the project would be served by utility extensions including for 
power, telephone, and cable. 
 
As stated by the EIR, the project would not have the potential to remove an obstacle to 
population growth and its growth inducing impacts would not be significant. 
 

8-31. The EIR quotes several sections from the CEQA Guidelines that provide direction 
regarding the analysis of project alternatives and the selection of the environmentally 
superior alternative.  For example, the EIR quotes Section 15126.6(a), which states that 
“an EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project or to the location 
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and 
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives” (underline emphasis added).  Also, 
the EIR quotes CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), which states: “if the 
environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also 
identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.”  

 
The EIR identified the No Project Alternative as the environmentally superior alternative. 
Then, in compliance with CEQA, the EIR identified the alternative that would attain most 
of the basic objectives of the project (i.e., developing a single-family residence on the 
project site).  Therefore, the alternatives analysis included in the EIR has complied with 
the requirements of CEQA.  
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Rafael Franco
1835 El Camino de la Luz
Santa Barbara, CA 93109

19 November 2016

Santa Barbara Planning Commission
630 Garden St.
Santa Barbara CA 93101

Subject:  Draft EIR October 2016
1837.5 El Camino de la Luz

Honorable Commissioners:

The following are additional comments and or answers to questions after the Planning 
Commission hearing Nov 17, 2016 for the subject project.

PUBLIC ACCESS EASEMENT

At the meeting Staff and the EIR consultant stated that there was NO PUBLIC ACCESS 
EASEMENT to the coastal trail.  I refer them to Document File No. 16515 recorded  Dec 
10, 1947 page 3 that reads as follows:

Also reserving from Parcel One a right of way 5 ft in width, for use in common 
with others, as a means of ingress and egress to and from the ocean beach, over 
upon and along the present existing beach trail located on the bluff bank in the 
southerly portion of land here in described, together with the right to enter upon said 5 
foot strip for the purpose of repairing and maintaining said existing beach trail.

Please note that the trail down the bluff has changed over the years following erosion of 
the bluff.  A comparative exhibit of two different trail locations was submitted with my 
previous comments.

OWNERSHIP OF LIGHTHOUSE CREEK

Lighthouse Creek is property owned by the U. S. Federal Government.  Please refer to 
Record of Survey and Filing Certificate No 14629 of July 1948 by Penfield and Smith.  
The applicant’s  plans indicate discharge of storm water to property he does not own or 
have the right to.

STORM WATER MANAGEMENT

Letter No. 9

9-1

9-2



The proposed project or the Draft EIR do not indicate how the project will comply with 
the City’s adopted Storm Water Management Program (SWMP), the National Pollution 
Discharge System (NPDES) requirements, or how the project will comply with storm 
water pollution prevention plans (SWPPP) as required by Federal permits issued to the 
City of Santa Barbara.

LINES LOCATING TOP OF BLUFF AND CREEK BANK

There was significant discussion about this topic at the hearing.  We think this was 
resolved and agreed upon that both of these lines were to follow the existing asphalt 
curb.  This conclusion conforms to Coastal Commission Guidelines issued as Figure B 
of a CCC staff report dated 28 December 1979.  This drawing is almost identical to the 
subject site and has been the basis of CCC judgement for 37 years.  The drawing was 
submitted with our previous comments.

The interpretation of the CCC guidelines was submitted to the Planning Department as 
a record of survey and surveyor’s statement by Penfield and Smith on a survey dated 
July 27, 2007.  This was further confirmed by CCC geologist Mark Johnson on his 
subsequent site visit, and now seems to be the agreed boundary.

GEOLOGY

The Slope Stability Analysis for the ocean bluff is incorrect and incomplete.  There are 
various types of slides that have occurred on this and the adjacent site.  The basic 
guidelines for analysis of possible landslides are listed in CCC Memorandum W11.5
dated January 16, 2003.  They read as follows:

A slope stability analysis is performed by testing hundreds of potential slide 
surfaces.  The surface with the minimal factor of safety will be the one on which failure 
is most likely to occur.  Generally, as one moves back from top edge of the slope, 
the factor of safety against land sliding increases.  Therefore to establish a safe 
setback for slope stability from the edge of the coastal bluff, one needs to find the 
distance from the bluff edge at which the factor of safety is equal to 1.5.

The project geologist did not do this.  He concluded that because his pseudostatic 
analysis of potential planar failure factor of safety exceeded the code requirement (1.14 
vs 1.1) he did not have to do the analysis of the much higher static factor of safety 
requirement of 1.5.  This is an erroneous assumption.  Other selective and more 
accurate variables in his equation would have yielded different results.  

The fact is that the strike and dip of the Mesa Bluffs is very similar and thus produced a 
history of landslides including the historic 1978 landslide.  This history is why the US 

9-3

9-4

9-5



Gelogical Survey and other studies have designated El Camino de la Luz Bluffs a 
HAZARDOUS ZONE (USGS Professional Paper1693).  

Dr. Donald W Weaver was the geotechnical analyst hired by the City to study the cases 
and type of landslide that occurred in 1978, just three houses from the subject site.  In 
1978 he mapped the slide and concluded that it was a classic rotational slide.  
subsequently and after further exploration and study, he changed his opinion and 
concluded on May 6, 1982 that this massive slide was a planar slide along the same dip 
and strike as our subject site.  The planar slide was caused by the weakening of planar 
surfaces and by the undercutting of the supporting toe of the slope by wave action.

These same conditions exist east of the 1978 landslide.  Three older homes between 
the landslide and the subject site sit perilously on Marine Terrace alluvium above 
Monterrey Shale waiting for the next slide.  There is no avoidance,  it is just a matter of 
time.

WHY 100 FOOT CAISSONS?

On the drawing submitted on November 17th I projected the location of the 17 caissons 
stated in the EIR.  I noted a depth of 100 ft as a minimum depth for base bearing 
caissons.  This conclusion was to establish a base at sea level; they may be deeper if 
they are to penetrate bedrock at least 5 ft.  Friction piles this close to the shoreline will 
not work when the toe of the slope is eroded by wave action.

EROSION RATE AND BLUFF SETBACK

At the site meeting prior to the hearing, the EIR consultant stated that “wave action is 
not a determination of bluff top retreat”.  This unbelievable statement ignores the most 
significant impact on our coast,  WAVE ACTION.  It was the cause of the 1978 landslide 
200 ft away.  Every professional  technical study of ocean bluffs lists wave action as the 
most important consideration in ocean bluff landslide geotechnical slope stability 
analyses generally are performed on the status quo at the time of the calculation.  The 
problem with this practice is that they do not reflect the stability of the slope in this 
dynamic environment, in 10, 20, 50 or 75 years.  The history of slope failures and 
existing bedrock fractures on this site are proof of this deficiency.

Based on the revised edge of bluff determination, the proposed house does not meet 
any of the setback requirements.  Even if a new slope stability analysis concludes that 
the slope is stable, the CCC and the Creeks Division will require a 25 ft setback from 
the ledge.

9-5

9-6

9-7

9-8

9-9



CREEK SIDE EROSION

The project and the EIR ignore the current location of Lighthouse Creek and the erosion 
rates for the creek banks.  There has been no survey  since 1947 that defines the creek.  
The 1958 survey submitted for the subdivision that created the parcel excludes the 
easterly boundary of the parcel and the creek.  A current survey of the subject parcel 
and Lighthouse Creek should be included in the EIR.

SITE ACCESS

At the hearing, the applicant’s attorney asserted that the conditions of proof of access of 
the Conditional Certificate of Compliance had been met and approved by the City 
Engineer and Fire Department.  This is contrary to the historical interpretations of City 
Attorneys and City Engineers.  He provides no written evidence of this approval.   He 
makes no reference to the contrary letter written to the applicant by the City Engineer on 
June 27, 1989.  This letter was one of the basis for the applicant’s complaint against the 
title companies.  Superior Court file number 186256 DEPOSITION OF HERBERT E. 
BARTHELS on February 11,1992 in the case of Joanna K Morgan vs HERBERT E. 
BARTHELS clarifies the issues of site access and claims thereof.

EASEMENTS  

The Staff Report for the November 17th hearing included a brief prepared by the office 
of the applicant’s attorneys Hollister & Brace and signed by attorney Richard C. Monk 
and architect Detlev Peikert.  This brief makes the following libelous statement:

In 2007 and 2008 Rafael Franco and some other residents of the subject stretch 
of El Camino de la Luz denied the City’s retained geologist, Dr. Anikouchine 
access to the Barthels property for the purpose of performing certain geological 
investigations which Mr. Franco and said other residents had demanded be 
performed.

Statements of fact:

1.  I was not there.  I wasn’t even in Santa Barbara. 

2.  Neither Mr. Monk or Mr. Peikert were there

3.  Neither I nor the neighbors “demand” that this exploration be done.  The work was 
done at the direction of the applicant and paid for by the applicant directly to explore 
the existence of a rock fracture extending to the base of the cliff.  The applicant was 
admonished by Planning Department and he responded that his attorney “told me to 
do it”.  Payment checks to the excavation company are included in the EIR.  

9-10

9-11



   Dr. Anikouchine’s report concluded that he could not locate the fracture and that he 
compacted the excavation to 95% using a sheep’s foot compactor and water.  
Neighbors witnessed and photographed the re-compaction to which there was no water 
available.  During this process the excavating equipment trespassed to gain access to 
and from the site.  Photographic evidence of this fiasco was presented to the Planning 
Commission at the Draft EIR hearing of April 5, 2012.  

Based on what we perceived to be a destabilization of the slope by the excavation of an 
8 ft deep X 45 ft trench at the top of the bluff, we filed suit against the applicant, Dr. 
Anikouchine and the excavator.  We dropped the suit after repeated responses that Dr. 
Anikouchine was too ill to be deposed and the excavator responded that he was just 
doing what he was told.

4.  At the hearing and in his brief Mr Monk referred to the Superior Court’s stipulated 
access order of September 9, 2009 which states that we “shall not block , impede or 
limit access to the Benefited Property.....”  paragraph (b) states 

(b)  Shall sign any paperwork required by government agencies relating to or 
conforming access rights, as long as the paperwork accurately describes all 
easement terms.

Mr. Monk omitted mention of the SETTLEMENT AND RELEASE AGREEMENT signed 
by all neighbors, the applicant and attorneys.  The first paragraph of this document 
reads:

(A)  Stipulated judgement to confirm easement per survey, subject to 
minor existing encroaching improvements”.

(G)  EXISTING ENCROACHMENTS ARE:
Franco wall segment
Wright planter
Sloan planter and landscaping

The applicant’s easement across my property is 7.5 ft.  The encroachment of my wall 
reduces access to 7.0 ft.  Mr Monks admonishment to me at the November 15 site visit 
was....”TEAR DOWN THAT WALL”.

Thank you for your attention

Rafael Franco
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Comment Letter No. 9 
Rafael Franco 
Date: November 19, 2016 
 
9-1. Please refer to the Access Topical Response, which addresses access related to the 

proposed project. 
 
9-2. EIR Figure 3.3-1 (Site Plan) depicts the property line boundaries of the project parcel.  

As shown, the proposed stormwater discharge pipe and discharge location would be 
located on the project property. 

 
9-3. Project plans include a draft storm water management plan, which received review and 

approval by the City Creeks Division staff. Please also refer to Mitigation Measure BIO-4 
(Erosion Control/Water Quality Plan).  That measure specifies a variety of best 
management practice requirements to control erosion and the discharge of sediment and 
other pollutants from the project site.  The project would require approval of a final storm 
water management plan prior to building permit issuance consistent with City ordinance 
provisions, which would ensure that the project would not result in a significant impact 
associated with pollution or sediment in storm water runoff water. 

 
9-4. This comment expresses concurrence with the location of the top of bluff and the top of 

the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope by the EIR.  No additional response is required. 
 
9-5. This comment expresses opinions that additional geologic factors should be considered in 

assessing slope stability conditions and impacts at the project site.  The slope stability 
analysis was conducted by Dr. Anikouchine, who is a registered geologist and a certified 
engineering geologist with over 37 years of experience in the fields of shoreline erosion, 
coastal oceanography and engineering geology, and conducting slope stability analyses.  
In addition, California Coastal Commission geologist Mark Johnsson has reviewed the 
slope stability analysis prepared by Dr. Anikouchine and indicated that he concurs with 
the analysis and conclusions of the report.  The commenter is not a registered geologist, 
certified engineering geologist or geological engineer, however, these comments will be 
forwarded to decision-makers so they will be aware of the commenter’s opinions. 

 
9-6 Exhibit E of the Revised Initial Study prepared for the proposed project (Second Revised 

Draft EIR Appendix A) is a review of 17 previous reports that pertain to the geological 
conditions of the project site.  The review of the previous reports was conducted by Dr. 
Anikouchine.  Dr. Anikouchine’s review of the previous reports includes a summary of 
Dr. Weaver’s investigation of the 1978 El Camino de la Luz landslide.  Therefore, Dr. 
Anikouchine was aware of Dr. Weaver’s investigation when he prepared the 2011 slope 
stability analysis for the proposed project (Second Revised Draft EIR Appendix C).  
Also, The Revised Initial Study and the Second Revised Draft EIR both describe the El 
Camino de la Luz landslide of 1978.  EIR Figure 5.2-7 (Landslides in the Project Area) 
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describes and depicts the location of the 1978 landslide, and the effects and probable 
causes of the landslide are described on EIR pages 5.2-3 and -25.   

 
9-7. All of the proposed caissons would extend through the artificial fill material that has been 

deposited over the proposed building area and would be anchored into competent bedrock 
beneath the fill material.  The depth of the fill material varies in the proposed building 
area varies, but on the level portion of the site the material is approximately four (4) feet 
in depth, and on the Lighthouse Creek Canyon slope the fill material is approximately 1.5 
to 2.5 feet in depth (Earth Systems Pacific, 2013b).  Therefore, the depth of the proposed 
caissons would vary but in general they would extend on the order of seven to eight feet 
below the existing ground surface.   

 
9-8. This comment misquotes and misinterprets statements made at the project site meeting.  

Both terrestrial erosion and wave action contribute to the retreat of ocean bluffs.  
However, rates of erosion at the base of the bluff are typically higher than at the top of 
the bluff because erosion at the base is primarily affected by wave action while the retreat 
of bluff top is more typically influenced by terrestrial erosion such as runoff water 
flowing over the bluff edge.  

 
9-9. This comment asserts that the proposed residence does not meet top of bluff setback 

requirements.  Please refer to response 2-7 above, which describes how the bluff retreat 
impacts of the proposed project were evaluated consistent with Coastal Commission 
guidelines.  Also, the 2011 slope stability analysis for the proposed project (EIR 
Appendix C) concluded that the project site ocean bluff is stable and would remain stable 
after the implementation of the proposed project.  California Coastal Commission 
geologist Mark Johnsson has reviewed the slope stability analysis and indicated that he 
concurs with the analysis and conclusions of the report.  Therefore, no additional slope 
stability analysis is required. 

 
9-10. The Lighthouse Creek slope stability evaluation (Earth Systems Pacific, 2013; Second 

Revised Draft EIR Appendix E) provided the following description of erosion 
conditions associated with Lighthouse Creek on the project site property: 
 
“Erosion along the creek appears to be confined within the thread of the creek.  No 
defined eroded banks were observed within the bottom of the creek adjacent to the 
proposed building area.  In addition, no significant erosion has occurred along the top 
edge of the canyon slope during the last 60 years.” 
 
Therefore, the banks of the creek are considered to be stable and no additional surveys of 
the project site to map the location of the creek are required. 

 
9-11. These comments pertain to previous geologic investigations conducted at the project site, 

the temporary geologic exploration trench constructed on the project site, and easements 
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that provide access to the project site.  Comments related to the construction and 
backfilling of the geological inspection trench do not address the adequacy of the 
environmental impact analysis included in the Revised Draft EIR.  In regard to comments 
pertaining to the project site access easements, please refer to the Access Topical 
Response. . 
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From: Stan Krome
To: Kennedy, Kathleen
Cc: Community Development PC Secretary
Subject: Comments Re: Second Draft EIR, 1837.5 El Camino de la Luz, SCH No. 2005041031
Date: Friday, October 28, 2016 11:57:53 AM
Attachments: morgan_krome_response_barthels_draft_eir_response_letter_ver3.pdf

Please see attached comments and include in the November 17, 2016 Planning 
Commission Meeting.

Thank you

November 17, 2016 Hearing
Planning Commission
City of Santa Barbara
Community Development Department
630 Garden St.
Santa Barbara, CA 93102
pcsecretary@santabarbaraca.gov
Re: Second Draft EIR, 1837.5 El Camino de la Luz, SCH No. 2005041031
Honorable Commissioners,
We have lived at 1843 El Camino de la Luz for over 28 years, and have been 
opposed to Dr. Barthels project from his initial submittal over 20 years ago.
We believe that the subject draft EIR should more accurately reflect the access 
issues. Dr. Barthels approached us around 1990 to claim access and to claim his
 “easement” literally through our house. We disagreed with his claim and 
sought legal advice. It was found that his easement and access claim was 
false. His lot was sold to him with the fraudulent claim of a perfected access 
easement. A lawsuit ensued and we prevailed.
Dr. Barthels quit claimed any and all interest in our property by deed dated 
November 17, 1995. Further Dr. Barthels granted us a 1-foot prescriptive 
easement for our fence, which has been there since the 1940’s.
Our lawsuit resulted in Dr. Barthels access claim being reduced to 7.5 feet at a 
bottleneck at the northerly end of our property.
Then a third lawsuit Franco/Barthels resulted in Dr. Barthels conceding another

10-1
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 1-foot prescriptive easement for Franco’s driveway wall. The ultimate result of 
Dr. Barthels access was thereby reduced to the current 6.5 foot access.
We are mystified that the subject draft EIR does not accurately reflect the 
access issues. Was this done on purpose by the developer and expediters to 
provide false information to the Planning Commission?
It is our understanding that, in a court of law it was determined that Dr. 
Barthels, does not possess the REQUIRED 15 foot access from the street to the 
subject property. And until this is obtained, a building permit will not be issued.
 Has the City of Santa Barbara changed this law?
Apparently the current City of Santa Barbara system does not prevent him from
 applying for a Coastal Development Permit, and this EIR is part of that process. 
However, it seems obvious that Barthels does not have a legal lot with legal 
access to build his project.
Documentation shows that Dr. Barthels lot was created illegally and sold to him
 fraudulently claiming he had adequate access to his lot. After his lawsuit with 
us, he turned around and he sued the title company on this premise saying he
 had been sold an “Unbuildable” lot. The court agreed and granted him 
double the value of his title insurance policy.
Additionally since Dr. Barthels already owns his current residence at 1702 
Shoreline Drive, a beautiful oceanfront home with a lovely whitewater view, it 
would appear his need to develop 1837.5 El Camino de la Luz is purely for the 
intention of selling for profit. Dr. Barthels is a former Olympian and it seems as 
though this project is just another game for him. I believe this is the City of 
Santa Barbara’s longest running project in the pipeline for some 20 years. 
Unfortunately, Dr. Barthels quest for victory seems to be at the expense of 
everybody else for ultimately when the project is denied, the City staff will have
 wasted months if not years of valuable time on his project. And we as 
neighbors are at the whim of his determination to win.
Thank you for considering our concerns.
Joanna Morgan and Stan Krome

10-1
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Comment Letter No. 10 
Joanna Morgan and Stan Krome 
Date: October 28, 2016 
 
10-1. This comment expresses a variety of opinions primarily related to the adequacy of access 

easements that would be relied upon by the proposed project.  CEQA Guidelines Section 
15002(a)(1) states that a basic purpose of CEQA is to “Inform governmental decision 
makers and the public about the potential, significant environmental effects of proposed 
activities.”  CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b) states that “Effects analyzed under 
CEQA must be related to a physical change.”  The proposed use of existing access 
easements does not result in physical changes to existing environmental conditions.  
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires the Lead Agency to provide written responses 
to comments that address “environmental issues.”  Since the comment does not address 
an environmental issue, no additional response is required.  The comment has been 
included in the Final EIR to inform decision-makers of the commenter’s opinions.  In 
addition, please refer to the Access Topical Response, which provides information related 
to project-related vehicle and pedestrian access easements.  
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Easement Map
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Grant Deed 



Ten Foot Easement



Quit Claimed Easement



ANALYSIS OF CONDITIONAL CERTIFICATE of COMPLIANCE for 
1837.5 El Camino de la Luz 
November 22,2016

The CONDITIONAL CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE for the subject parcel states that in order 
to certify the legality of the subject parcel, the applicant must show proof to the satisfaction of 
the City Engineer that the owner has the legal access to the subject parcel as originally 
presented to the City Council when the lot split that was approved in 1958.

ORIGINAL LOT SPLIT APPLICATION 1958
The application for the lot split was submitted to the Planning Department in April 1948.  A 
Planning Department stamp RECEIVED April 27, 1958 appears on a plan survey submitted by 
the then applicant, Mrs Eaton.  This plan delineates an existing 15 ft wide easement extending 
approximately 18 ft into the northwest corner of 1837, and northeast corner of 1839 El Camino 
de la Luz, the westerly adjacent property.  The survey also delineated a proposed 10 ft 
easement along the westerly side of 1837 as the access to the proposed new parcel.

PLANNING COMMISSION DENIAL 1958
The Planning Commission denied the proposed lot split because the delineated 10 ft access 
easement did not comply with the 15 ft required Code access

CITY COUNCIL CONDITIONAL LOT SPLIT APPROVAL
 The applicant, Mrs Eaton, appealed to the City Council.  Minutes of the Council meeting record 
the applicant stating that she had the required 15 ft access required.  the City Council approved 
the lot split conditioned on recording the stated 15 ft easement within one year of the approval.

RECORDED SURVEY DECEMBER 1958
A survey of the newly created parcel in Dec, 1958.  This survey is identical to the April 1958 
originally submitted survey.  The delineated access easements are the same as on the April 27, 
1958 plan submitted to the Planning Department.  

RECORDATION OF THE 15 ft ACCESS EASEMENT 1963
As a condition of sale of the subject parcel to Brewer, Mrs Eaton recorded a 15ft spurious 
easement extending south to the subject parcel.  

SPURIOUS 15 ft EASEMENT
The current applicant, Dr Barthels discovered the spurious nature of title when he was advised 
by the City Engineer's of�ce in 1989 that he needed to show that he had Title to a 16 ft of 
access down to the subject parcel.

CITY ATTORNEY ADVISES APPLICANT THE APPLICATION WILL NOT BE PROCESSED
City Attorney, Stephen Wiley, writes a letter to Dr Barthels Advising him that the City will not 
continue to process his application until the applicant shows proof of access as originally 
presented to the City Council when the lot split was approved.



DR BARTHELS QUITCLAIMS EASEMENT Nov. 17,1995
In a legal settlement with the adjacent property owner, Joanna Morgan, Dr. Barthels quit claims 
any rights to any of Morga'n's property.  He thus gives up even the right to a portion (7.5 ft) of 
the 15 ft easement that extended 18 ft into the Morgan property Indicated in both 1958 surveys.  
This would serve to make his parcel illegal at that time.

ONE FOOT LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT Nov 17, 1995
The owner of 1937, Bruce Peterson and Dr Barthels agree to a 1 ft lot line adjustment for a 1 ft  
wide encroachment of an existing fence along the entire westerly property line of 1837.  This 
adjustment reduces the 10 ft easement along the entire Peterson property to 9 ft.

DR BARTHELS SUES THE TITLE COMPANY
Claiming that the City rejected his permit application because the lot was not legal, Dr. Barthels 
sued his title insurance company for the spurious title to a 15 ft easement to the subject parcel, 
the easement that was �led by Eaton in 1963.  The Title company acknowledged the spurious  
nature of title and paid Dr Barthels per the provisions of his title insurance policy.  Dr Barthels 
appeals this settlement claiming his settlement should have been for the then value of the land if 
he could obtain a building permit,  plus his time and costs, a sum over $1,000,000.  The District 
Court of Appeals rejected that argument and found for the title company settlement.

CONDITIONAL CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE Dec 8,  1999
The applicant received a CONDITIONAL CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE under the California 
Map Act.  This guarantees ownership, access and the right to sell the subject parcel but it does 
not guarantee the right to permits until he proves to the satisfaction of the City Engineer that he 
possesses the access easements as presented to the Council when it approved the lot split in 
1958.  This did not foreclose his opportunities to obtain that easement now, in the future or as 
he had in the PAST.

APPLICATION FOR CURRENT PERMIT 2003
The applicant submits new plans for the current plan using the same site plan as was submitted 
and rejected in 1958.  The plan Has a Planning department date received stamp of 2003.  The 
plan has no indication of quit claimed easements or the 1 ft lot line adjustment of 1995.

NO PERMITS CAN BE ISSUED
By his own actions, quit claiming any rights to the adjacent parcel, the applicant has yet to show 
proof of the access presented to the Council in 1958.  The current easements do not comply 
with the April 27, 1958 map submitted with the original lot split application, the current 
easements do not comply with the recorded December 1958 survey, and they don't even 
comply with the spurious 1963 recorded easement.  Thus the statement by City Staff, the EIR 
consultant, and the applicant's attorney that the applicant has complied with the conditions of 
the Certi�cate of Compliance is erroneous and false,  and NO PERMITS CAN BE ISSUED AT 
THIS TIME.
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Comment Letter No. 11 
Joanna Morgan and Stan Krome 
Date: November 21, 2016 
 
11-1. This submittal depicts information related to access easements that would be relied upon 

by the project, and depicts other information regarding the project, project site, and the 
area near the project site.  Also included are historic photos of the project site and 
surrounding areas.  The submittal does not include an explanation of the purpose or intent 
of submitting the material.  Therefore, no additional response is required, however, the 
material has been included in the Final EIR so it can be reviewed by decision-makers.  
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From: Stan Krome
To: Kennedy, Kathleen
Cc: Community Development PC Secretary
Subject: Comments Second Draft EIR, 1837.5 El Camino de la Luz, SCH No. 2005041031
Date: Wednesday, November 23, 2016 9:16:55 AM
Attachments: krome_morgan_barthels_easement_analysis_112016.pdf

Re: Second Draft EIR, 1837.5 El Camino de la Luz, SCH No. 2005041031
To Whom It May Concern, please see our additional comments regarding the Barthels
 Draft EIR. We ask that you further explore Barthels access issue and the legality of the
 lot split. Attached is the easement/access analysis which should be highlighted in the
 Final EIR.
Thank you
Joanna Morgan – Stan Krome
1843 El Camino de la luz
Santa Barbara, CA 93109

Letter No. 12

12-1
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Comment Letter No. 12 
Joanna Morgan and Stan Krome 
Date: November 23, 2016 
 
12-1. This comment requests additional exploration of project-related access issues and the 

validity of the project site lot.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15002(a)(1) states that a basic 
purpose of CEQA is to “Inform governmental decision makers and the public about the 
potential, significant environmental effects of proposed activities.”  CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15358(b) states that “Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical 
change.”  The proposed use of existing access easements and the legal status of the 
project site parcel do not result in physical changes to existing environmental conditions. 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires the Lead Agency to provide written responses 
to comments that address “environmental issues.”  Since the comment does not address 
an environmental issue, no additional response is required.  The comment has been 
included in the Final EIR to inform decision-makers of the commenter’s opinions.  In 
addition, please refer to the Access Easement Topical Response, which provides 
information related to project-related vehicle and pedestrian access easements. 
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From: Bruce Peterson [mailto:brucefpeterson@cox.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 26, 2016 9:09 AM 
To: Community Development PC Secretary  
Subject: 1837.5 El Camino de la Luz November 17,2016 Letter to Planning Commission 

Dear Secretary for the Planning Commission:

Please distribute these comments to all the Planning Commissioners..

Bruce and Grace Peterson
1837 El Camino de la Luz
Santa Barbara, CA 93109

November 17, 2016 Hearing

Planning Commission
City of Santa Barbara
Community Development Department
630 Garden St.
Santa Barbara, CA 93102

Re: Second Draft EIR
1837.5 El Camino de la Luz
SCH No. 2005041031

Honorable Commissioners: 10/25/16

I have lived at 1837 El Camino de la Luz for over 29 years, and have learned so much about 
easements, land use, coastal geology, bluff top retreat and creek protection.

Easements: In a court of law it has been determined that the property owner at 1837.5 El Camino 
de la Luz, does not possess the REQUIRED 15 foot access from the street to the subject 
property. Until this is obtained, a building permit will not be issued. The current system does not 
prevent him from Applying for a Coastal Development Permit, and this EIR is part of that 
process.

Land Use: Some legal lots are build-able, others are not; 1837.5 El Camino de la Luz falls into 
the later category.
Public view corridors are essential to maintain the unique beauty of Santa Barbara, this most 
recent rendition would interfere with public views from La Mesa Park, public benches and the 
footbridge that crosses Lighthouse Creek. Instead of viewing an undisturbed vegetated large 
creek bed as well as the ocean and Santa Cruz Island. the proposed house would protrude 30 feet 
over the creek edge and into the highly visible drainage basin.

13-1
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Coastal geology: For a technical analysis, please refer to my next door neighbor, Ray Franco, 
who, as an architect, has a deep understand of geology and knows the correct methods of slope 
stability analysis in regards to building codes. Please read his analysis. On a more general note, 
the 1978 landslide at 1925 El Camino de la Luz, less than 400 feet from the subject property is 
well documented. Less publicized is the January 25, 2008 massive landslide at Shoreline Park, 
which resulted in a section of the Park, 60 feet wide and 120 feet long, moving 45 feet downward 
toward the ocean. Frank Kenton, the geologist who did the subsequent study, recommended the 
new sidewalks (the old sidewalk was gone) should be setback 30 feet in one area, and 33 feet in 
another area, from the NEW top of bluff edge.

Bluff Top Retreat: The stated average rate of bluff top retreat in Santa Barbara is 8 inches. Over 
a 75 year period, an average bluff would recede landward 50 feet. While being a property owner 
in the 1990's in Isla Vista, the Del Playa oceanfront property lost over 8 feet per year. A later 
owner was forced to shorten the building from 100 feet to 65 feet. That building was erected in 
the 1960”s and didn't even last 40 years! To prevent these planning mistakes from being 
repeated, the California Coastal Commission has developed standards for development on bluff 
top areas. Ray Franco has provided the publication by Mark Johnson PhD. the California Coastal 
Commission's geologist, regarding bluff top determination and SETBACKS required for 
building construction. If all geologic factors were perfect, which they seldom are, the absolute 
MINIMUM SETBACK would be 25 feet from the bluff edge. He told me by phone I could quote 
him on that fact. His phone number is 415 904-5245 in San Francisco.

Lighthouse Creek: November 2000 the City voters passed Measure B, which increased the TOT 
(bed tax) from 10% to 12%, the extra 2% was to fund the Creeks Division through Parks and 
Recreation. Lighthouse Creek, which borders the subject property on the East, is one of 5 major 
Santa Barbara Creeks, and it has water year-round. As a protective measure, the new 
construction standard is 50 feet from the top of creek edge. In rare cases, the standard can be 
reduced to 25 feet. The voters disapproved Veronica Springs Multiple Housing Project which 
had 100 foot SETBACKS from the Arroyo Bruuo top of creek edge. Needless to say, the hired 
architect for the subject property did not contact the Creeks Division before drawing the latest 
sketches. It appears Rodriquez Consulting, the firm working on this EIR, missed comments from 
the Planning Commission at a previous meeting that asked the question "Has anyone checked 
with Creeks". George Johnson, Supervisor of the Creeks Division, can be reached at 805 897-
1958.

In conclusion, I am sure the most recent sketches and drawings DO NOT meet the SETBACK 
requirements from either the Pacific Ocean bluff top or Lighthouse Creek. As a starter, the 
applicant at the subject parcel should return to the drawing board and provide a design that 
allows for a minimum of 25 feet for these two SETBACKS.
This revised EIR, does correctly identify part of the Pacific Ocean bluff top edge, however, the 
Eastward delineation is still in error. This EIR is a work in progress, still fraught with errors and 
a disregard for California Coastal Commissions Regulations and the Standards of the City of 
Santa Barbara's Creek Division.. 

Thank you for considering our concerns.

13-4
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13-7



1837½ El Camino de la Luz Residence Proposed Final EIR 
Appendix J 

Final EIR Comment Letters and Responses  
 

 
City of Santa Barbara 
 

J-191 
 

Comment Letter No. 13 
Bruce Peterson 
Date: October 26, 2016 
 
13-1. This comment asserts that the project does not have adequate access from the street.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15002(a)(1) states that a basic purpose of CEQA is to “Inform 
governmental decision makers and the public about the potential, significant 
environmental effects of proposed activities.”  CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b) states 
that “Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change.”  The proposed 
use of existing access easements does not result in physical changes to existing 
environmental conditions.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires the Lead Agency to 
provide written responses to comments that address “environmental issues.”  Since the 
comment does not address an environmental issue, no additional response is required.  
The comment has been included in the Final EIR to inform decision-makers of the 
commenter’s opinions.  In addition, please refer to the Access Easement Topical 
Response, which provides information related to project-related vehicle and pedestrian 
access easements. 

 
13-2. This comment states an opinion that the proposed project site is not a buildable lot, but 

does not provide any support for this assertion.  This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis provided by the EIR but has been 
included in the Final EIR to inform decision-makers of the commenter’s opinion.   

 
13-3. The EIR provides extensive analysis of the potential for the project to adversely affect 

views of coastal resources, including the Lighthouse Creek canyon and the Pacific Ocean.  
Through the use of photosimulations (see EIR Figures 5.1-4 and 5.1-5) the EIR visually 
demonstrates that the proposed residence would have a minor effect on the existing visual 
conditions of Lighthouse Creek and ocean views.  On page 5.1-17 of the Draft EIR the 
analysis concludes “..the structure would not substantially alter the visual extent of the 
view corridor because the western edge of the corridor would continue to be defined by 
existing trees, bushes and houses.”  The “view corridor” mentioned by this EIR excerpt 
refers to the Lighthouse Creek channel, canyon and adjacent residential development.   

 
13-4. The Revised Initial Study and the EIR both describe the El Camino de la Luz landslide of 

1978.  EIR Figure 5.2-7 (Landslides in the Project Area) describes and depicts the 
location of the 1978 landslide, and the effects and probable causes of the landslide are 
described on EIR pages 5.2-3 and -25.  The Shoreline Park landslide mentioned by this 
comment occurred approximately one mile east of the project site.  This landslide was 
described by Anikouchine (EIR Appendix C, page 12) and a photograph of the slide is 
provided in Figure 11 of Anikouchine’s 2011 slope stability report (EIR Appendix C).  
The EIR states that bluff retreat rates in the City are highly variable (page 5.2-4), the 
City’s Local Coastal Plan requires that setbacks from the bluff edge be determined based 
on site-specific geological surveys (EIR page 6-8).  The proposed project’s setback from 
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the top of the ocean bluff is based on site-specific analysis as required by the Local 
Coastal Program. 

 
13-5. Please refer to response 13-4 regarding the use of site-specific estimates of long-term 

bluff retreat rates.  Please refer to response 2-7 above, which indicates that the EIR’s 
evaluation of bluff retreat impacts at the proposed project site are consistent with the 
evaluation methodology guidelines specified by the California Coastal Commission staff 
geologist. 

 
13-6. The only development standards adopted by the City of Santa Barbara related to setbacks 

from creeks is Santa Barbara Municipal Code Section 28.87.250, which applies only to 
Mission Creek (see Section 28.87.250.1, Legislative Intent).  No creek setback standards 
have been adopted that are applicable to Lighthouse Creek.  

 
Creek setback requirements that are applicable to the proposed project are provided by 
Local Coastal Plan Policy 6.10, which requires that a setback for native vegetation be 
provided between the top of the bank and proposed development.  The Policy states: “The 
City shall require a setback buffer for native vegetation between the top of the bank and 
any proposed project.  This setback will vary depending upon the conditions of the site 
and the environmental impact of the proposed project.”  Based on the requirements of 
Policy 6.10, the setbacks for new development along Lighthouse Creek are to be 
reviewed on a project-specific basis. Creeks Division staff are consulted on projects that 
are adjacent to creeks during project review and provide comments on proposed 
restoration plans.  
 

13-7. This comment expresses opinions that proposed building setbacks from the top of bluff 
and Lighthouse Creek are not consistent with City requirements.  Please refer to 
responses 13-5 and 13-6.  

 
This comment also states that the eastward delineation of the project site top of bluff is in 
error.  The existing top of bluff depicted on EIR Figure 5.2-1 (Revised Top of Bluff 
Location) depicts the current (2012) top of bluff and reflects existing conditions at the 
project site.  The Second Revised Draft EIR (page 5.2-4) provides the following 
description of the revised top of bluff location: 

 
“The location of the top of bluff was re-evaluated by Earth Systems Pacific (2013a) and 
determined to be located south of and adjacent to the proposed building pad, generally 
following the location of an existing concrete curb and drainage swale.  At the 
southeastern corner of the paved area, the bluff top follows a moderately broad ridgeline 
that trends down to the mouth of Lighthouse Creek.  This top of bluff location is 
consistent with the Coastal Commission definition that refers to the “landward edge of 
the topmost riser.” 
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EIR Figure 5.2-1 also depicts the projected location of the top of bluff after a 75-year period.  As 
indicated in EIR Section 1.4 (EIR Preparation History for the Proposed Project), the California 
Coastal Commission staff geologist has reviewed and concurred with the Second Revised Draft 
EIR’s depiction of the existing and projected locations of the top of bluff at the project site.  
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Gregory M. Smith 
1839 El Camino de la Luz 
Santa Barbara, CA 93109  

November 30, 2016 

Santa Barbara Planning Commission  
630 Garden St. 
Santa Barbara CA 93101  

Subject:   2nd Draft EIR October 2016  
   1837½ El Camino de la Luz  

Honorable Commissioners:  

My wife Judith and I live on the lot next-door to the proposed development, nearer and 
more vulnerable than any other lot. We are members of Citizens to Protect and Preserve 
the Mesa’s Coastal Bluffs, a citizens group dedicated to protecting the Mesa’s Bluffs and 
preserving Lighthouse Creek and the views from La Mesa Park. The group has hired the 
law firm of Venskus & Associates to help us oppose residential development of 1837½ El 
Camino de la Luz. Comments from our lawyers and others have covered most of the 
issues, but we would like to add some words from our unique point of view.  

We bought our property in 2010, much more recently than the other neighbors, and were 
influenced by the history of the City’s actions with regard to the proposed development. 
We were worried that construction and excavation of the lot next-door might destabilize 
and threaten our lot, but were assured by the neighbors that no house could be built there 
because of a defect in the creation of the lot involving insufficient access. A study of the 
record confirmed that a Conditional Certificate of Compliance was in effect prohibiting a 
building permit from being issued unless the owner could prove that he had a much wider 
driveway than he obviously had. We decided to make 1839 El Camino de la Luz our 
seaside retirement home—a simple board-and-batten, flat-roofed house built in 1958 
close to the edge of the bluff. (Too close, but we were willing to live dangerously.) 

Thus began our involvement in a drama that has been going on for over 26 years! 
Ordinarily, I would be sympathetic to any landowner who wanted to build a house, but 
Dr. Barthels has been told repeatedly since at least 1989 that he could not build on this 
malformed lot for which he paid $24,500 in 1976. The insurmountable problem has 
always been the narrow access easement. Along with our neighbors, we saw that the 
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access problem should and would prevent development, so we offered to purchase the 
property for twenty times what Dr. Barthels paid for it, intending to keep it as open space. 

Our belief that the parcel could not be developed was bolstered by the discovery that the 
application contradicted the applicant’s assertions in Barthels v. Santa Barbara Title 
Company (1994) that his lot was worthless because getting a building permit would be 
impossible because of a deficiency in title to a sufficient amount of legal access to the 
property.   In that law suit Dr. Barthels used the very real access problem to get a 1

recovery on his title insurance policy. Now he has reversed himself and wants us to 
believe that no significant access problem exists, even though there has been no change 
in the width of his easement. (In a separate comment, our lawyers will be making a case 
for judicial estoppel because of the applicant’s contradictory claims in judicial and quasi-
judicial proceedings.) 

In his 2012 letter to Assistant City Attorney Stephen Wiley, David Magnusson, attorney 
for one of our neighbors, expressed his concern that Dr. Barthels might at some point 
claim that he has been processing the project for years, expending untold thousands of 
dollars, and that the City never held him to the access requirement—and that then he 
might seek compensation from the City if the City later enforces the 15-foot requirement. 
As to this claim and a possible claim of a “taking” by the City, the case of Barthels v. 
Santa Barbara Title proves that the applicant knew his land was worthless without 
sufficient access. He assumed the risk of loss of value upon permit denial when he went 
ahead without having a path to compliance with the Conditional Certificate of 
Compliance. 

We are concerned that, on the access issue, the Planning Commission may not be aware 
of the strictness of the City's position in the past. A very strict condition has been attached 
to this lot and we have been relying on it. In order for the lot to be developed, the Map 
Act and the Conditional Certificate of Compliance must be respected and the applicant 
must prove that he has the required amount of legal access.  

The November 7, 2016, letter to the Commission by attorney Richard Monk does not 
offer such proof. Instead, his argument pivots to an irrelevant map. That 1958 map shows 
the (inadequate) access that existed (including a width of 7½ feet along one section). The 
map is not a picture of the amount of legal access that formed the basis of the lot split. 
The lot split was based on a representation that the owner possessed at least 15 feet of 

 “At trial Barthels testified that in 1989 when he learned of the deficit in title, the property was worth 1

$800,000 with the 15 foot easement and nothing without the easement. . .” Barthels v. Santa Barbara 
Title, 2d Civil No. B076806 (Super. Ct. No. 182179) (Santa Barbara County) California Court of Appeal 
Second Appellate District Division Six Filed September 23, 1994 
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legal access from the street to the lot. There is no “Lot Split Map” of the type implied. 
The access shown on the map was never “approved” as adequate. It is a map of what 
existed, not what formed the basis of the lot split. Approval of the lot split was based on a 
misrepresentation. The lot split was allowed because the owner claimed to have more 
access than she legally possessed—at least 15 feet—whether by mistake or fraud. 
Mr. Monk uses the case of Barthels v. Franco, Santa Barbara Superior Case No.1268293, 
to show that the Applicant’s legal access easements have been conclusively judicially 
determined to exist and that they are of various widths, 15 to 7½ feet—but that is not 
enough to meet the requirements of the Conditional Certificate of Compliance. The case 
cited by Mr. Monk establishes the amount of access that the Applicant has, not whether 
that amount is sufficient. Likewise, the title report map provided by Mr. Monk in Exhibits 
“C” and “D”, correctly showing the amount of legal access possessed, is not evidence of 
the amount required. 

In short, with no animosity toward Dr. Barthels, we have no reservations about opposing 
this project. The applicant never had a reasonable expectation that the City would allow 
him to build. He has recovered his purchase price, plus expenses, from Santa Barbara 
Title Company and he will suffer no loss if this application is denied—except for money 
he spent pursuing a goal rejected in 1989 and definitively foreclosed in 1999 by 
the Conditional Certificate of Compliance which governs this application. On the other 
hand, we neighbors would be damaged by the City if it did not impose its own conditions 
on the proposed development. The City must follow its own rules. 

The burden of proof is on the applicant to show that he has “the required amount of legal 
access that formed the basis of the originally approved lot split”, namely a minimum of 
15 feet. In the absence of such a showing, he should not be allowed to proceed and, to the 
extent that he is allowed to proceed, we are being damaged by being forced to fight the 
project on issues such as design, geotechnical factors, setback, environmental impact, 
etc., while the threshold issue of access is being ignored. In a case where no house should 
be allowed, Dr. Barthels is engaging the City in a discussion of what kind of house might 
be allowed—and we are suffering the expense and anxiety of trying to win the debate on 
these other issues. 

We wish that the City would stand by its position that “the parcel does not appear to 
satisfy a fundamental condition of its original creation, the existence of the 15 foot wide 
access easement for the full length necessary for vehicular access from the public street to 
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the parcel”  and require the owner to meet his burden of proof on the access issue before 2

this application gains further momentum. Failing that, the application should be denied 
on the basis of all the other problems, especially the near-zero setback from the ocean 
bluff, the actual intrusion into the Lighthouse Creek canyon, and the legendary geologic 
instability of our Mesa’s coastal bluffs. 

Sincerely, 

  

Gregory M. Smith 

 

 Assistant City Attorney Stephen P. Wiley, June 4, 1997:2

“After reviewing all the materials submitted as well as all the materials contained within City records, 
including particularly the minutes of the May 1958 City Council approval of the lot split which created the 
parcel at 1837 1/2 Camino De La Luz, it is our conclusion that the required legal access to the parcel is 
not clearly and definitively established from a legal standpoint. As a result, the City cannot process an 
application for the development of that parcel with a single family home until you [his attorney] and Dr. 
Barthels demonstrate that the 15 foot wide easement access originally represented to the City Council 
as the necessary vehicular access to the parcel does in fact exist and can legally be utilized in 
perpetuity.

In conclusion, the City does not believe it is appropriate to process an application to develop a parcel 
where the parcel does not appear to satisfy a fundamental condition of its original creation, the existence 
of the 15 foot wide access easement for the full length necessary for vehicular access from the public 
street to the parcel.”

�4
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Comment Letter No. 14 
Gregory M. Smith 
Date: November 30, 2016 

 
14-1. This comment refers to comments submitted Venskus & Associated.  Please refer to 

responses to comment letter No. 5 provided above. 
 
14-2. These comments pertain to the requirements of the Conditional Certificate of Compliance 

for the project site, the legality of the project site parcel, and access easements that would 
be used by the project.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15002(a)(1) states that a basic purpose 
of CEQA is to “Inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential, 
significant environmental effects of proposed activities.”  CEQA Guidelines Section 
15358(b) states that “Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical 
change.”  Concerns regarding compliance with the Conditional Certificate of 
Compliance, the legality of the project parcel, and the potential use of existing access 
easements, do not result in physical changes to existing environmental conditions.  
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires the Lead Agency to provide written responses 
to comments that address “environmental issues.”  Since the comment does not address 
an environmental issue, no additional response is required.  The comment has been 
included in the Final EIR to inform decision-makers of the commenter’s opinions.  In 
addition, please refer to the Access Topical Response, which provides information related 
to project-related vehicle and pedestrian access easements. The Staff Report for the 
project will address additional issues beyond environmental review issues identified in 
the EIR. 
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From: Judith Smith
To: Community Development PC Secretary
Cc: Kennedy, Kathleen
Subject: RE: 1837-1/2 El Camino de la Luz SCH No.2005041031: Comment on 2nd Draft EIR 2016
Date: Saturday, November 19, 2016 4:29:33 PM

19 November 2016

Planning Commission Secretary

P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102
pcsecretary@SantaBarbaraCa.gov
kkennedy@SantaBarbaraCa.gov

Re: 2nd Draft EIR 2016
1837-1/2 El Camino de la Luz
SCH No.2005041031

Greetings to All Planning Commissioners:

Since the The Planning Commission Hearing last Thursday, November 17th, 2016, I have 
written a comment about an issue that hasn’t been mentioned yet about the 2nd Draft EIR 
for 1837-1/2 El Camino de la Luz. Here it is:

Transportation

�������	�	
����
��	����
����������������
�����
�	����	�����
���������

�����

���
�����
�	���������	���
���������
��������������

����������������

COMMENT:

The actual construction process to build this proposed house would create more than a significant impact at
the cul-de-sac at the end of El Camino de la Luz. This tiny dead-end area serves cars from sixteen parcels.
All day long, there is a steady stream of visitors from the whole Mesa neighborhood who converge on this
area in order to cross the Lighthouse Creek Bridge. This bridge sits right at the end of the cul-de-sac. The
visitors come via Oliver Rd. and turn on to El Camino de la Luz, walking, running, bicycling, skate
boarding, and/or driving. This popular and unique bridge looks down into the Lighthouse Creek and leads to
 La Mesa Park. The bridge provides a valuable view of the Pacific Ocean, The Channel Islands, whales,
dolphins, sailboats and the Creek's vegetation. The 1837-1/2 El Camino de la Luz 2nd Draft EIR does
not address the great public service the Lighthouse Creek Bridge and La Mesa Park play in the well-being
of the whole Lower Mesa neighborhood. The EIR says nothing about how this community's way of life will
be impacted by construction right at this critical juncture on this dead-end street.

Even if the project can find enough access to bring machinery to the site, the nuts and bolts of construction
are still going to create a crushing impact of nightmare proportions on a beloved public footpath and
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thoroughfare. This very small dead-end area funnels people onto the bridge and into La Mesa Park and up to
 Shoreline Drive. Not only is the bridge a tourist attraction because of the Lighthouse, it is a popular place
for Santa Barbara residents to visit and enjoy.

The regular daily foot traffic at the end of El Camino de la Luz on to and off of the Bridge, makes our street
 a well-traveled friendly hub for runners, dog walkers, women with strollers containing babies and toddlers,
lovers, families, and bicyclists. The onset of the construction process will affect a large swath of the general
public who will have to bear the brunt of this high impact project. Parking for construction workers, huge
trucks delivering building materials, and the staging of large machinery to build this house will heavily
congest our cul-de-sac, and that is an understatement! What is now a recreational oasis for this urban
community, will become a filthy, over-crowded, noisy, and dangerous place for the public to navigate,
even if the bridge stays open. The narrow easement driveway to the building site and lack of turnaround
on the site will prevent construction trucks from going there. Their vehicles will pile up on the cul-de-sac
and have trouble turning around. Residents will have trouble exiting their homes in the morning.

Right below the bridge, nestled into the vegetation at the end of the cul-de-sac, is the City’s Pumping
Station for all the sewage of the neighborhood. City workers regularly do maintenance there. Construction
congestion will affect the City’s access to the manholes and to the pump. Even just one or two of the City's
trucks can create difficulties with ingress/egress. I shudder to think about the problems this construction
project would unleash.

The Mesa community and the neighbors who reside closest to this project are going to have to pay a
tremendous price just so this project can proceed. This proposed project is already fraught with problems
and questions about its safety. The impact of its actual construction would create a situation of
unnecessary peril for the public on this street. This project will be a public nuisance that will go on for 1-
2 years!

It is up to you, our obviously thoughtful and concerned Planning Commissioners, to protect and preserve
this City/Neighborhood treasure. Perhaps this project COULD BE BUILT, but the question is, SHOULD
IT BE BUILT? This was the question you, The Planning Commissioners, asked when you denied Mr.
Thomas Felkay’s application to build his house at 1925 El Camino de la Luz. His parcel is situated just a
short way up the street from our cul-de-sac. If the City Council approves Mr. Felkay’s project at the
December 6, 2016 Appeal Hearing, our street will turn into a Hell that will reverberate exponentially and
turn El Camino de la Luz into a war zone. The cul-de-sac at the end of El Camino de la Luz cannot bear
one, let alone two, high impact construction projects.

I am asking you to think deeply about the transportation impact of the 1837-1/2 El Camino de la Luz project
 which I strongly oppose.

My husband, Greg, and I bought our home at 1839 El Camino de la Luz seven years ago. We live at the
south end of the easement driveway adjacent to the driveway leading to the proposed building site. I walk
my dog many times a week using the Lighthouse Creek Bridge. I know the character and atmosphere of the
place well and I am grateful I get to be a part of it.

Thank you for your time and energy,

Judith Smith
1839 El Camino de la Luz

15-2
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Comment Letter No. 15 
Judith Smith 
Date: November 19, 2016 
 
15-1. This comment describes the El Camino de la Luz cul-de-sac and states that the EIR does 

not evaluate the proposed project’s impacts on the “well-being” of area residents and 
visitors to the project area.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15002(a)(1) states that a basic 
purpose of CEQA is to “Inform governmental decision makers and the public about the 
potential, significant environmental effects of proposed activities.”  CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15358(b) states that “Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical 
change.”  Concerns regarding well-being of project area residents and visitors is highly 
speculative and not a physical change to existing environmental conditions.  CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088 requires the Lead Agency to provide written responses to 
comments that address “environmental issues.”  Since the comment does not address an 
environmental issue, no additional response is required.  The comment has been included 
in the Final EIR to inform decision-makers of the commenter’s opinions.  

 
15-2. This comment asserts that project-related construction operations and traffic will impact 

El Camino de la Luz and the bridge south of La Mesa Park.  The Revised Initial Study 
prepared for the proposed project evaluated the potential for the project to result in short-
term traffic-related impacts.  That analysis concluded that due to the limited scope of the 
project (the construction of one single-family residence) and the temporary increase in 
local traffic that would result from the project, construction-related traffic impacts would 
not be significant.  To minimize construction traffic impacts to the surrounding 
neighborhood to the extent feasible, the Revised Initial Study recommended the 
implementation of several standard measures.  These measures include Recommended 
Measure T-2, which requires the City Transportation Engineer to approve large 
equipment haul routes, and places limitations on the hours that truck trips may occur.  
Recommended Measure T-3 requires the City Transportation and Parking Manager 
approve proposed construction worker parking areas and prohibits the storage of 
construction material within the public right-of-way.   

 
15-3. This comment states that cumulative development in the project area, specifically the 

proposed single-family residence project at 1925 El Camino de la Luz, would result in 
additional construction-related traffic impacts.  Due to the limited extent and duration of 
construction traffic that would result from the construction of two single-family 
residences in the project area, construction traffic impacts would not be cumulatively 
considerable.  In addition, potential construction traffic impacts of the proposed project 
would be minimized by the requirements of recommended measures T-2 and T-3, and 
since those are standard requirements, similar measures would likely be requirements of a 
future project at 1925 El Camino de la Luz.   

 
15-4. This comment expresses opinions of the commenter that do not address the adequacy of 

the EIR.  No additional response is required. 
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From: Rodriguez, Julie
To: Kennedy, Kathleen
Subject: FW: COMMENTS on 2nd Draft EIR 1837-1/2 El Camino de la Luz SCH No. 2005041031
Date: Thursday, December 08, 2016 8:46:30 AM

From: Judith Smith [mailto:shoshin@mac.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2016 12:41 PM
To: Community Development PC Secretary <pcsecretary@SantaBarbaraCA.gov>
Subject: RE: COMMENTS on 2nd Draft EIR 1837-1/2 El Camino de la Luz SCH No. 2005041031

30 November 2016

Planning Commission Secretary
P.O. Box 1990
Santa Barbara, CA 93102
pcsecretary@SantaBarbaraCa.gov

RE: 2nd Draft EIR 2016
1837-1/2 El Camino de la Luz
SCH No.2005041031

Honorable Commissioners:

Please add this pertinent comment to my November 19th, 2016  2nd Draft EIR letter, already
on file with the Planning Commission secretary. That letter comments extensively on the
more than significant transportation impact the 1837-1/2 El Camino de la Luz development
will have on a large swath of Mesa locals, Santa Barbara residents and visiting tourists who
daily frequent the popular Lighthouse Creek Bridge and La Mesa Park.

Transportation
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COMMENT:

Yesterday, as I crossed the Lighthouse Creek Bridge from our El Camino de la Luz cul-de-
sac, I was struck by how every one of the benches on the La Mesa Park hillside above the
Lighthouse Creek were full with ocean viewers taking in the splendor of another day in Santa
Barbara. In my last comment letter, I forgot to mention how much use these benches get for
rest and repose by the public. I imagined how this beloved view would get blocked by the
owner's proposed house, both to the ocean and from the ocean.

I think Dr. Barthels, the owner, needs to put up story poles so we can all see just how much of
the actual view the general public will lose. I am not sure what issues trigger the requirement
of story poles, but I am sure this situation warrants the visuals. We could see in real time, not
just in an architectural drawing or on a simulated story board online, how this proposed house
will impact the views.

I am sure that story poles will add deeper insight into the true impact the proposed house will
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have on the views, more so than any other visual ever could. Let’s actually see how many
people who use those cherished ocean-facing benches and the Lighthouse Creek Bridge want
a house built into their beloved public view. I, personally, would organize to collect petition
signatures to find out once those story poles are up.

Thank you again for your consideration,

Judith Smith
1839 El Camino de la Luz

16-1
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Comment Letter No. 16 
Judith Smith 
Date: November 30, 2016 
 
16-1. The EIR includes extensive analysis of the proposed project’s potential impacts to views 

from the “benches” area of La Mesa Park.  The EIR’s analysis includes the use of 
photosimulations that depict how the proposed project would affect existing views from 
the benches area (see EIR Figures 5.1-4 and 5).  Based on the depiction of post-project 
views provided by the photosimulations, the EIR analysis concluded: 

 
“The proposed project would result in the development of a new residence within the 
“benches” area view corridor and would change the appearance of the project site from 
a vacant appearance to a developed condition.  As shown by Figure 5.1-5, the proposed 
structure would appear to be lower in height than the existing houses that are currently 
visible within the view corridor.  As can be seen by comparing Figures 5.1-4 and 5.1-5, 
the proposed residence would result in a minor loss in the amount of ocean that is 
currently visible.  The proposed residence would be visible along the western edge of the 
“benches” area view corridor, however, the structure would not substantially alter the 
visual extent of the view corridor because the western edge of the corridor would 
continue to be defined by existing trees, bushes and houses.  Therefore, as seen from the 
Mesa Park “benches” area, the proposed project would not substantially reduce or 
interfere with existing ocean views, and the project’s impact to public views of an 
important visual resource would be less than significant (Class III).”   

  
 In addition to the EIR’s analysis, story poles were erected in 2005 and 2008 prior to the 

respective Planning Commission hearings.  
 

The photosimulations included in the EIR provide substantial evidence that the proposed 
project would have a less than significant effect on existing views from the “benches” 
area.  Therefore, no additional analysis of this impact has been added to the EIR. 
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Comment Letter No. 17 
Scott and Lesley Wiscomb 
Date: November 11, 2016 
 
17-1. This comment provides introductory remarks.  No additional response is required. 
 
17-2. This comment pertains to the adequacy of mitigation measure T-1.  Please refer to the 

Access Easement Topical Response, which provides information regarding the project’s 
compliance with the requirement of mitigation measure T-1.  

 
17-3. Coastal Act Policy 30251 requires that the scenic and visual quality of coastal areas be 

“considered and protected.”  The EIR provides extensive analysis of the potential for the 
project to adversely affect views of coastal resources.  Through the use of 
photosimulations the EIR visually demonstrates that the proposed residence would have a 
minor effect on existing public views of the ocean.  The EIR also provides substantial 
evidence that potential aesthetic impacts that may result from landscaping, and visual 
compatibility impacts that may result from future changes to the color of the proposed 
residence, can be reduced to a less than significant level.  Therefore, existing coastal 
views have been considered and protected as required by Coastal Act Policy 30251.  
Policy 30251 also requires that alterations to natural landforms be minimized.  As 
proposed, the project would result in minor grading (288 cubic yards of cut and 21 cubic 
yards of fill).  Therefore, the project would also be consistent with requirements to 
minimize landform alterations. 

 
17-4. As proposed, the residence would be located a minimum of approximately 20-30 feet 

west of the coastal bluff scrub habitat that is located on the central portion of the project 
site slope that descends to Lighthouse Creek, and approximately 70-80 feet west of the 
riparian vegetation located along the Lighthouse Creek channel.  Therefore, the project 
would provide substantial setbacks from the native vegetation on the project site that has 
the highest habitat and biological value.  The vegetation on the Lighthouse Creek canyon 
slope that would be directly impacted (i.e., removed) by the project consists mostly of 
non-native and invasive plant species that provide little biological value.  In addition, the 
project would restore approximately 8,000 square feet of the upper slopes of the 
Lighthouse Creek canyon slope by removing existing non-native vegetation and creating 
native vegetation habitat (EIR Figure 3.3-8, Landscape Plan).   

 
The EIR and the Revised Initial Study also concluded that other potential project-related 
impacts to biological resources of Lighthouse Creek could be reduced to a less than 
significant level with the implementation of proposed mitigation measures.  The proposed 
mitigation measures include requirement to: 

 
 Restore native vegetation on the project site (mitigation measures BIO-1 and 

2).   
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 Minimize on-site irrigation and implement best management practices to 
minimize construction-related water quality impacts to Lighthouse Creek 
(BIO-3 and BIO-4). 

 Minimize construction impacts that may result from the proposed drainage 
discharges into Lighthouse Creek by obtaining a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (BIO-5). 

 Conduct pre-construction surveys for nesting birds (BIO-6). 
 Conduct wildlife protection monitoring during initial grading (BIO-7), and  
 Install temporary fences to protect sensitive habitat from construction-related 

impacts (BIO-8).  
 

In regard to the potential for the project to result in shade-related impacts, the separation 
distance between the proposed residence and native vegetation on the Lighthouse project 
slope would minimize the potential for significant shadow-related.  Also, the coastal bluff 
scrub habitat on the middle portions of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope is 
approximately 20 feet below the elevation of the top of the canyon slope, and riparian 
vegetation adjacent to Lighthouse Creek is approximately 30 feet below the elevation of 
the top of canyon slope.  Due to their location in the Lighthouse Creek canyon and on an 
east-facing slope, those habitat areas are currently affected by shade when the sun is low 
on the horizon and the proposed project would not substantially increase the amount or 
duration of shade in on-site native habitat areas.   

 
 Based on the proposed project design and proposed mitigation requirements, the EIR 

concludes that the project could be found consistent with the maintenance, preservation, 
enhancement, restoration and setback requirements of LCP Policies 6.8 and 6.10. 

 
17-5. The drainage system proposed for the project site would generally consist of catch basins, 

a drainage swale, and a pipe that would convey collected water to Lighthouse Creek.  The 
proposed gravity-based system would not require extensive maintenance, and mitigation 
measure GEO-1 specifies that the property owner shall be responsible for providing long-
term maintenance that is required to ensure the system operates adequately.  Similar to 
other private lot drainage systems in Santa Barbara, the City would not be responsible for 
conducting long-term monitoring, but if necessary, would respond to complaints that the 
system is not working adequately.   

 
17-6. If the proposed project is approved, it would be required to demonstrate prior to the 

approval of a building permit that it would be consistent with the requirements of the 
City’s Storm Water Management Program.  Through compliance with those standards, 
the project would not be a substantial source of pollutants that would significantly impact 
the quality of runoff water.  Similar to other single-family dwellings in the project area 
and throughout the City, the proposed single-family residence would not be a substantial 
source of pollutants that could adversely affect the quality of ground water at or near the 
project site.   
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17-7. As shown on EIR Figure 3.3-1 (Site Plan), the proposed project would not block or 

interfere with the existing three-foot wide pedestrian access easement located along the 
western perimeter of the project site.  Please also refer to the Access Easement Topical 
Response. 

 
17-8. The foundation for the proposed residence would be supported by 17 drilled caissons.  11 

of the caissons would be located on the relatively level portion of the project site and six 
(6) would be located on the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope.  No caissons would be 
located on the ocean bluff located on the southern portion of the project site.  All of the 
proposed caissons would extend through the artificial fill material that has been deposited 
over the proposed building area and would be anchored into competent bedrock beneath 
the fill material.  The depth of the fill material varies in the proposed building area, but 
on the level portion of the site the material is approximately four (4) feet in depth, and on 
the Lighthouse Creek Canyon slope the fill material is approximately 1.5 to 2.5 feet in 
depth (Earth Systems Pacific, 2013b).  Therefore, the depth of the proposed caissons 
would vary but in general they would extend on the order of seven to eight feet below the 
existing ground surface.  The 11 caissons that would be installed on the relatively level 
portion of the proposed building site would not result in ground disturbance that would 
have the potential to result in increased slope instability.  The six caissons that would be 
installed on the Lighthouse Creek Canyon slope would be relatively shallow and located 
on a slope that has been determined to be stable (Earth Systems Pacific, 2013b).  
Therefore, the proposed foundation caissons would not result in significant slope stability 
impacts.   
 
Caissons would be drilled using a typical truck-mounted or track-mounted caisson drill 
rig.  An auger (rather than a bucket) would be powered by the drill rig to excavate the 
holes.  If neither a truck- nor a track-mounted rig could access the hole locations, a crane-
mounted rig could be used to better reach the hole locations.  As soil is removed from the 
each caisson excavation, a backhoe or small excavator would be used to pick up the 
cuttings and load them into a small truck for removal from the site.  At the completion of 
each hole, the drill rig would be used to lift and set the reinforcement steel into the holes.  
Concrete would then be pumped to the project site and placed in each hole. 

 
17-9. As described by the Revised Initial Study and the EIR, the stability of slopes located on 

the project property have been studied extensively.  Some of the studies that have been 
prepared include:  

  
 A peer review by Dr. Anikouchine (2005) of 17 previous geological reports and 

studies prepared for the project site (Revised Initial Study, Exhibit E). 
 A geological inspection trench constructed and evaluated (Anikouchine, 2009) at 

the project site by (Second Revised Draft EIR Appendix B). 
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 A site-specific slope stability evaluation (Anikouchine, 2011) that determined the 
project site slope would remain stable after the addition of a new residence 
(Second Revised Draft EIR Appendix C). 

 An evaluation of the stability of the Lighhouse Creek canyon slope (Earth 
Systems Pacific, 2013) that determined the canyon slope is stable (Second 
Revised Draft EIR Appendix E). 
 

In regard to the 2011 and 2013 evaluations of on-site slope stability, those reports were 
reviewed and accepted as adequate by the California Coastal Commission staff geologist. 
The Revised Initial Study and EIR have provided substantial evidence related to the 
geological conditions at the project site.  The slope stability investigations and analyses 
conclude that the project would not result in significant slope stability-related impacts.   

 
17-10. This comment expresses an opinion by the commenter that the “No Project Alternative” 

be supported.  No additional response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 18 
Hollister & Brace 
Date: November 7, 2016 
 
 
18-1. EIR Section 9.1.4 (Impacts Found Not to be Significant: Transportation/Circulation) 

summarizes the conclusions of the Revised Initial Study prepared for the project.  The 
Revised Initial Study concluded that “…any development of the subject parcel without 
adequate legal access to satisfy the requirements of the CCC (Conditional Certificate of 
Compliance) is a potentially significant impact.  The Condition of the CCC, included as 
Mitigation Measure T-1, must be satisfied in order to reduce this impact to a less than 
significant level.  It should also be noted that numerous public comments submitted 
regarding the EIR have disputed the proposed project’s use of the existing access 
easement.  Please refer to the Access Topical Responses for additional information. 
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RESPONSES TO PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS  
 
1. The Planning Commission requested that the Draft EIR’s use of the term “top of 

canyon slope” be clarified, and that the relationship between “top of canyon slope” 
and “top of bank” also be clarified. 

 
The Draft EIRs prepared for the 1837½ El Camino de la Luz project in 2006 and 2012 
depicted a “top of bank” for Lighthouse Creek on the project site that was roughly seven 
to 10 feet west of the centerline of the creek channel.  The top of bank location was 
identified by Fisher (2001) in a report titled Engineering Geology Update Report, 1837½ 
El Camino De La Luz, Santa Barbara.  The same top of bank location was also described 
by Tierney (2006) in the biological assessment report that is attached to the Revised 
Initial Study prepared for the project (EIR Appendix A).  Tierney described the project 
site and the east-facing slope that descends to Lighthouse Creek as follows: “…the 
eastern edge of the building site drops steeply (greater than 45 degree slope) to the 
nearly vertical banks of the channel of Lighthouse Creek.”  The top of bank identified by 
Fisher and Tierney coincides with the nearly vertical banks of the creek that were 
described by Tierney.   

 
The creekside top of bank identified in these 2006 and 2012 geological and biological 
studies has a direct relationship to existing hydrological and biological functions of the 
creek, while the upper slopes of the creek are substantially distant and generally not 
influenced by the hydrologic functions of the creek.  For example, the nearly vertical 
slopes adjacent to the centerline of Lighthouse Creek could be periodically affected by 
high water flows, while it is unlikely that the creek’s upper slopes are affected by high 
water flows.2  In regard to biological function, the areas within and adjacent to the top of 
bank identified in 2006 and 2012 support riparian and other native vegetation, while the 
upper slopes of the creek canyon primarily support non-native plants.  Tierney described 
the vegetation along the banks and slopes of the creek “invert” (i.e., bottom) as consisting 
of intermittent, dense patches of arroyo willow, low-growing woody shrubs, and 
herbaceous vegetation.  Vegetation on the upper portions of the east-facing slope, 
however, were described as consisting mostly of species found on disturbed properties 
(i.e., non-native, ruderal or landscape vegetation).  A subsequent evaluation of biological 
conditions at the project site by Hunt (2013) is provided in EIR Appendix G.  That report 
states that native vegetation is restricted to the middle and lower portions of the steep 
slopes above the creek, while the upper portions of the east-facing slope are dominated 
by highly invasive ornamental species. 

 
The top of bank included in the 2006 and 2012 Draft EIRs identified a “functional” top of 
bank for Lighthouse Creek, however, the location does not utilize the criteria of the 

                                                 
2 Santa Barbara County Flood Insurance Rate Map Panel 1390G shows that Lighthouse Creek does not have a 
mapped 100-year floodplain, therefore, flood flows would generally be contained within or near the active creek 
channel. 
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City’s Zoning Ordinance definition of “top of bank.”  Zoning Ordinance Section 
28.87.250 (Development Along Creeks) defines "top of bank" as “the line formed by the 
intersection of the general plane of the sloping side of the watercourse with the general 
plane of the upper generally level ground along the watercourse; or, if the existing 
sloping side of the watercourse is steeper than the angle of repose (critical slope) of the 
soil or geologic structure involved, "top of bank" shall mean the intersection of a plane 
beginning at the toe of the bank and sloping at the angle of repose with the generally 
level ground along the watercourse. The angle of repose is assumed to be 1.5 (horizontal) 
: 1 (vertical) unless otherwise specified by a geologist or soils engineer with knowledge 
of the soil or geologic structure involved.” The primary purpose of the Zoning Ordinance 
definition is to consider the area potentially affected by flooding. In this case, the project 
site location is not within the 100-year floodplain or subject to flooding from the creek. 
However, based on this definition, the location of the top of the Lighthouse Creek bank 
on the project site was revised in the Second Revised Draft EIR so that it is located east 
of and adjacent to the existing asphalt pad that has been installed on the relatively level 
portion of project site.  Figure 5.2-2 of the EIR depicts the revised top of bank in relation 
to the location of the proposed residence.  As depicted, the top of bank as defined by the 
Zoning Ordinance extends roughly north to south across the central portion of the 
proposed building area.  The Coastal Commission staff geologist (Johnsson, 2016) has 
reviewed and concurs with the location of the top of bank depicted on EIR Figure 5.2-2. 
 
The EIR refers to the Zoning Ordinance-defined top of bank as the “top of canyon slope.”  
This term was suggested by Coastal Commission staff to distinguish between the creek 
canyon slope and the ocean bluff slope located on the southern end of the project site.  
Regardless of the terminology, the “top of canyon slope” identified on EIR Figure 5.2-2 
conforms to and is the same as the top of bank as it is defined by the Zoning Ordinance.  

 
2. The Planning Commission requested additional information regarding how the top 

of canyon slope/top of bank designations relate to local and state policy and 
planning requirements.   

 
New development may be required to provide a buffer area between the development and 
the top of a creek bank.  The buffer may be required to minimize potential impacts to the 
creek, such as but not limited to: impacts to biological resources, water quality, flooding- 
and slope stability-related impacts, and impacts to visual resources.  The City’s Zoning 
Ordinance includes setback standards for new development along the banks of Mission 
Creek (Section 28.87.250, Development Along Creeks), however, those requirements 
apply only to Mission Creek and are not applicable to Lighthouse Creek and the project 
site.  Local Coastal Plan (LCP) Policy 6.10 addresses setback requirements from creeks 
in the City’s coastal zone and requires that a setback for native vegetation be provided 
between the top of the bank and proposed development.  The Policy states: “The City 
shall require a setback buffer for native vegetation between the top of the bank and any 
proposed project.  This setback will vary depending upon the conditions of the site and 
the environmental impact of the proposed project.”  Based on the requirements of Policy 
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6.10, the setbacks for new development along Lighthouse Creek are to be reviewed on a 
project-specific basis.   

 
Additional guidance that pertains to the review of new development adjacent to creeks is 
provided by LCP Policy 6.8, which states: “The riparian resources, biological 
productivity, and water quality of the City’s coastal zone creeks shall be maintained, 
preserved, enhanced, and, where feasible, restored.” 

 
The EIR and the Revised Initial Study prepared for the project conclude that the location 
of the proposed residence would not result in significant impacts to native vegetation 
within the Lighthouse Creek canyon.  The proposed residence would be located a 
minimum of approximately 20-30 feet west of the coastal bluff scrub habitat that is 
located on the central portion of the project site slope that descends to Lighthouse Creek, 
and approximately 70-80 feet west of the riparian vegetation located along the 
Lighthouse Creek channel.  Therefore, the project would provide substantial setbacks 
from the native vegetation on the project site that has the highest habitat and biological 
value.  The vegetation on the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope that would be directly 
impacted (i.e., removed) by the project consists mostly of non-native and invasive plant 
species that provide lower biological value.  In addition, the project would restore 
approximately 8,000 square feet of the upper slopes of the Lighthouse Creek canyon 
slope by removing existing non-native vegetation and creating native vegetation habitat 
(EIR Figure 3.3-8, Landscape Plan).   

 
The EIR and the Revised Initial Study also conclude that potential project-related impacts 
to biological resources of Lighthouse Creek could be reduced to a less than significant 
level with the implementation of proposed mitigation measures.  The proposed mitigation 
measures include requirement to: 

 
 Restore native vegetation on the project site (mitigation measures BIO-1 and 

2).   
 Minimize on-site irrigation and implement best management practices to 

minimize construction-related water quality impacts to Lighthouse Creek 
(BIO-3 and BIO-4). 

 Minimize construction impacts that may result from the proposed drainage 
discharges into Lighthouse Creek by obtaining a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (BIO-5). 

 Conduct pre-construction surveys for nesting birds (BIO-6). 
 Conduct wildlife protection monitoring during initial grading (BIO-7), and  
 Install temporary fences to protect sensitive habitat from construction-related 

impacts (BIO-8).  
 
It is anticipated that the Streambed Alteration Agreement required by Mitigation Measure 
BIO-5 would primarily address methods to minimize potential erosion and sedimentation 
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impacts resulting from the discharge of runoff water from the upper portions (i.e., 
developed areas) of the project site to Lighthouse Creek.  Potential erosion-related 
impacts could be reduced to a less than significant level by the use of ungrouted rip rap at 
the discharge location, as shown on the proposed project plans (Figure 3.3-1, Site Plan). 
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife will determine where their jurisdiction is 
located on the project site (i.e., the bed and bank of Lighthouse Creek) and that 
determination will be reflected by the Streambed Alteration Agreement. 
 
The EIR and the Revised Initial Study evaluated the potential for the project to result in 
significant drainage and water quality impacts to Lighthouse Creek.  The analysis 
concluded that short-term, construction-related water quality impacts would be reduced 
to a less than significant level through the implementation of standard construction site 
best management practices, such as but not limited to short-term erosion and 
sedimentation control to prevent off-site discharges, and “good housekeeping” measures 
to prevent discharges of construction materials, that have been approved by the City 
(Mitigation Measure W-1).  The project’s long-term drainage impacts were determined to 
be less than significant because the project would not result in an increase in storm water 
flows.  Long-term water quality impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level 
with the implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1, which requires long-term 
maintenance of the on-site storm water drainage system. 

 
The EIR and the Revised Initial Study evaluated the potential for the project to result in 
significant slope stability and flooding impacts.  The Draft EIR includes extensive 
analysis of the stability of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope on the project site.  That 
analysis concluded that with the implementation of the proposed project’s design (i.e., the 
use of a caisson supported building foundation) the project would not result in a 
significant slope stability impact.  The Revised Initial Study concluded that the project 
would not result in a significant flooding impact because the project site is not located 
within the 100-year floodplain or an area otherwise subject to flooding. 

 
The EIR provides an extensive analysis of the proposed project’s potential impacts to 
visual resources.  That analysis concludes that views of the proposed residence would not 
dominate or appear to prominently extend into the view corridor that extends across the 
entire Lighthouse Creek canyon, and the proposed residence would appear to be a 
southward extension of existing houses that are located adjacent to the top of the western 
slope of the Lighthouse Creek canyon.  The EIR also concludes that the project would not 
result in significant visual impacts related to project-related grading or vegetation 
removal.   

 
In summary, the EIR and the Revised Initial Study conclude that although the proposed 
residence would extend beyond the Lighthouse Creek top of canyon slope/top of bank, 
the project’s impacts to the creek and creek resources would not be significant or would 
be reduced to a less than significant level.  Also, the EIR concludes that with the 
substantial setbacks that would be provided from native vegetation on the middle and 
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lower portions of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope, the project could be found 
consistent with the requirements of LCP Policy 6.10.  The Draft EIR also concludes that 
based on the project’s design and with the implementation of proposed mitigation 
measures, the project could be found consistent with the requirements of LCP Policy 6.8. 

 
The EIR includes evaluations of the project’s consistency with applicable Coastal Act 
policies.  The applicable policies generally pertain to water and marine environments, 
visual quality, hazards and public access.  As described above and in Section 6.0 (Plans 
and Policies Analysis) of the Final EIR, the proposed project could be found consistent 
with the requirements of the Coastal Act. 

 
3. The Planning Commission requested additional information regarding the range of 

alternatives evaluated by the Second Revised Draft EIR. 
 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 provides guidance related to the evaluation of 
alternatives in an EIR and states: “An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain 
most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the 
alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather 
it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster 
informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider 
alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of 
project alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting 
those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the 
alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.” 

 
The EIR evaluates two alternatives to the project: the mandatory No Project Alternative, 
and a Smaller Project Alternative.  The Smaller Project Alternative evaluated the 
environmental effects that would result from two major changes to the proposed project: 
a substantially different design appearance for the residence on the project site; and a 
substantial reduction in the size of the proposed project.  Therefore, the Smaller Project 
Alternative combined the evaluation of two feasible alternatives to the proposed project: 
a smaller project alternative and a project redesign alternative. 

 
The design evaluated by the Smaller Project Alternative was depicted in concept-level 
drawings that included depictions of building elevations.  The elevations were used to 
prepare photosimulations that facilitated a detailed analysis of the alternative’s impacts to 
important public viewpoints near the project site, and to compare the impacts of the 
alternative design to the impacts of the proposed project.  The Smaller Project Alternative 
design assumed that the residence and garage developed on the project site would have a 
total floor area of 1,604 square feet (gross) compared to the 2,089 square feet (gross) of 
the proposed project.  The alternative design resulted in a floor area reduction of 485 
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square feet, or an overall reduction of approximately 23 percent, when compared to the 
proposed project.   

 
The Second Revised Draft EIR considered other potential alternatives to the project, such 
as developing alternative uses on the project site, an alternative project site, and 
relocating the residence to another location on the project site.  Those potential 
alternatives were rejected as being inconsistent with the primary objective of the project, 
which is to develop a residence on the developable portion of the project site, or because 
they were infeasible for the reasons described in the Draft EIR.  CEQA requires that 
alternatives be capable of implementing most of the basic objectives of the project, and 
does not require that infeasible alternatives be evaluated.  As a result of these 
requirements, the range of feasible and reasonable alternatives to the proposed project is 
limited. 

 
The analysis of the Smaller Project Alternative concludes that a residence on the project 
site that is smaller than the proposed project would further reduce already less than 
significant impacts related to the obstruction of an important scenic view (views of the 
ocean).  Other visual aesthetic and geology impacts of the Smaller Project Alternative 
would generally be similar to the impacts of the proposed project.   

 
In conclusion, the EIR evaluates a feasible alternative that would attain the basic 
objectives of the project.  The analysis of the Smaller Project Alternative concludes that 
developing a smaller residence on the project site would result in additional reductions in 
less than significant project-related impacts to ocean views.   

 
4. Commissioner Pujo requested that language be added to the EIR indicating that the 

document is a “focused” EIR.   
 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15063 (c)(3) states that the preparation of an Initial Study can 
be used to assist in the preparation of an EIR by “focusing the EIR on the effects 
determined to be significant.”  As described in Section 1.3 (Scope and Content of this 
EIR), the Revised Initial Study prepared for the project identified a potential for 
significant impacts related to views of the Pacific Ocean that required further analysis in 
an EIR.  As part of the public scoping hearing, it was also identified that additional 
analysis of the potential geologic impacts of the project and alternatives to the project 
should also be evaluated.  The Revised Initial Study concluded that other project-related 
environmental impacts would not be significant, or would be reduced to a less than 
significant level by implementing mitigation measures identified by the Initial Study and 
agreed-to by the applicant.  Therefore, the environmental impact analyses provided by the 
EIRs prepared for the project have been focused on Visual Aesthetics and Geology 
impacts.   
 
The underlined text provided below has been added to the Final EIR to state that the 
environmental impact analysis included in the EIR has been focused. 
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The Revised Initial Study concluded that the proposed residence could result in 
significant aesthetic impacts, resulting primarily from the potential for the structure to 
result in substantial changes to existing views of the Pacific Ocean that are provided from 
La Mesa Park and surrounding areas.  Since the development of an alternative project 
design on the bluff-top project site could have the potential to result in significant 
geologic impacts, the EIRs have also evaluated the potential for the proposed project and 
the design alternatives to result in significant geologic hazard impacts.  The Revised 
Initial Study concluded that project-related impacts to other environmental issue areas 
would not be significant, or would be reduced to a less than significant level by 
implementing mitigation measures identified by the Initial Study.  Therefore, as 
described by CEQA Guidelines Section 15063 (c)(3), the environmental impact analyses 
provided by the Project EIR are focused on Visual Aesthetics and Geology impacts.   
 

5. Commissioner Pujo recognized that the project’s environmental process has 
occurred over an extended period of time and requested information related to the 
validity of baseline information included in the EIR. 

 
As described in response 4 above, the environmental impact analysis provided by the EIR 
is focused on potential Visual Aesthetic and Geology impacts.  In regard to existing 
visual conditions, site visits were made in 2015 and 2016 to confirm that the Second 
Revised Draft EIR accurately described existing visual conditions at and near the project 
site.  In addition, photographs on EIR Figures 5.1-2 and 5.1-3 that show existing visual 
conditions were updated as needed to accurately depict existing conditions.  Geological 
conditions at the project site have not changed substantially since the environmental 
review of the proposed project was initiated.  The Second Revised Draft EIR was revised, 
however, to reflect revisions to the locations of the top of the ocean bluff and the top of 
the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope/top of bank.    

 
The biological conditions on the project site were described and evaluated by the Revised 
Initial Study that was prepared for the project in 2006.  To confirm that biological 
conditions had not changed substantially since 2006, an updated Biological Evaluation 
was prepared (Hunt, 2013).  Information provided by the updated biological report was 
summarized in Section 9.1.1 of the Second Revised Draft EIR (Impacts Found Not to be 
Significant: Biological Resources), and the entire 2013 report is included in the EIR as 
Appendix G.  The updated Biological Evaluation concluded that conditions on the project 
site were generally similar to those that existed in 2006.   
 
Second Revised Draft EIR Section 9.1.5 (Water Resources) was updated to include the 
analysis of drainage studies that incorporate current City standards, and to describe 
existing drought-related conditions in the City.  Baseline conditions for other 
environmental issues evaluated by the Revised Initial Study, such as Air Quality, 
Hazards, Traffic, etc., have not changed substantially or in a manner that would 
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significantly affect the analysis of the proposed project provided by the Revised Initial 
Study. 
 
In conclusion, the descriptions of baseline conditions at and near the project site included 
in the Second Revised Draft EIR adequately describe the existing environmental 
conditions that were used to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the proposed 
project. 

 
6. Commissioner Pujo requested that the landscape planting height requirements of 

Mitigation Measure AES-2 be clarified. 
 

Proposed Mitigation Measure AES-2 has been clarified to require that landscaping 
planted on the project site consist of trees and shrubs that when mature will not attain a 
height that exceeds the height of the residence roof line. A requirement has also been 
added that the property owner shall be responsible for ensuring that this requirement is 
complied with for the life of the project.    

 
AES-2. Landscape Plan Compliance.  The Owner shall comply with the Landscape 

Plan approved by the Single Family Design Board (SFDB).  Such plan shall not 
be modified unless prior written approval is obtained from the SFDB.  The 
landscaping on the Real Property shall be provided and maintained in 
accordance with said landscape plan, including any tree protection measures.  If 
said landscaping is removed for any reason without approval by the SFDB, the 
owner is responsible for its immediate replacement.  Proposed landscaping trees 
and shrubs shall consist of drought-tolerant species that when mature will not 
attain a height that exceeds the height of the proposed residence roof line. The 
project site property owner shall be responsible for maintaining landscaping in 
compliance with this requirement over the life of the project. 

 
7. The Planning Commission requested that the EIR provide additional analysis 

regarding the visibility of the proposed residence from viewpoints on the beach near 
the project site. 

 
The Revised Initial Study (EIR Appendix A) includes photosimulations depicting the 
appearance of the residence that was originally proposed for the project site. Those 
simulations include views of the project site from three viewpoints on the beach near the 
project site.  The original residence design was for a two-story residence that would have 
had a structure height approximately 10 feet taller than the current project design that is 
depicted in Final EIR Figures 3.3-2 and 3.3-3.   
 
The previous project design photosimulations show that the residence would have been 
partially visible from the selected viewpoints along the beach near the project site.  The 
EIR (page 5.1-33) concluded that, based on the photosimulations prepared for the 
previous project design, the current project design would not result in significant impacts 
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to views from the beach because the original (taller) residence design would not have 
interfered with views of scenic resources such as the Santa Ynez Mountains; and the 
reduced height of the current project design would be less visible from the beach than 
what is depicted by the original residence design simulations.  Although the currently 
proposed residence may be visible from viewpoints along the beach, the project would 
not result in the loss of a substantial amount of open space or result in grading or 
vegetation removal that would adversely affect existing views from the beach.  In 
addition, the proposed residence would have size that is similar to or smaller than other 
ocean front homes in the project area.  Also, the proposed design must be approved by 
the City’s Single Family Design Board, which would ensure design consistency with 
other nearby residences that can be seen from the beach.  Therefore, the proposed project 
would not result in significant impacts to views from the beach.  
 
In response to a request from Commissioner Pujo, color copies of the visual simulations 
included in the Revised Initial Study that depicted the original two-story design of a 
residence on the project site are attached to this response as Exhibits A-C.   

 
8. The Planning Commission requested that the EIR provide analysis regarding how 

the proposed project may impact views from off-shore locations. 
 

The EIR does not include an analysis of project-related impacts to views from the ocean 
consistent with a decision by the California Court of Appeals (Schneider v. California 
Coastal Commission (2006) 140Cal. App 4th 1339).  In that decision the Court 
determined that the Coastal Commission may not consider whether a proposed 
development impacts views of the coast from offshore, ocean-based vantage points.  
Based on the decision, the EIR is not required to evaluate potential impacts from off-
shore locations.  In general, however, the project would not result in the loss of a 
substantial amount of open space or result in grading or vegetation removal that would 
adversely affect views from off-shore locations. The project is limited in scope and 
located as in-fill development within an existing residential neighborhood. With this 
context of the project and the distance of viewpoint locations, the project does not have 
the potential to substantially change or degrade existing views from off-shore. In 
addition, the proposed residence would have a size that is similar to or smaller than other 
ocean front homes in the project area.  Also, the proposed design must be approved by 
the City’s Single Family Design Board.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result 
in significant impacts to views of the coastline from off-shore locations.  

 
9. The Planning Commission expressed concerns regarding the use of a vegetated roof 

as part of the proposed project’s design. 
 
The vegetated roof is no longer part of the design. The proposed residence design 
previously included a vegetated roof, which had the potential to provide visual, water 
quality and stormwater runoff flow reduction benefits.  However, Fire Department staff 
recently confirmed that the vegetated roof would not be allowed. Although the project 
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site is not located in a designated high fire hazard zone, due to its location adjacent to the 
canyon and with limited access, the Fire Department requires that the residence be 
constructed to high fire construction standards as specified by Santa Barbara Municipal 
Code Section 22.04 (City of Santa Barbara Building Code) and Municipal Code Title 8 
(Fire Protection).  The building requirements specify construction requirements for 
buildings in high fire hazard areas, such as roofing material, exterior coverings, decks, 
exterior doors and windows, and building eves. Vegetated roofs, by design, are not 
compatible with these requirements.  
 

10. Commissioner Higgins requested that policies applicable to the project identified by 
the Revised Initial Study be brought forward and included in the EIR discussion.   

 
 Local Coastal Program (LCP) policies identified by the Revised Initial Study that are 

applicable to the proposed project include Policies 2.1, 2.5, 5.3, 6.8, 6.10, 8.1, 8.2 and 
9.1.  Of the eight policies identified by the Revised Initial Study, seven were included in 
the Second Revised Draft, and policy 2.5 was inadvertently omitted.  An analysis of the 
project’s consistency with LCP Policy 2.5 is provided below and has been added to the 
Final EIR. 

 
  Policy 2.5.  Vista points shall be provided and maintained in areas where such 

use by the public has been established. 
 
  Potentially Consistent.  A public vista point has not been established or 

designated on the project site.  Due to access and parking constraints, it would not be 
feasible to provide a vista point on or near the project site. The EIR analysis evaluates 
potential project view impacts on other viewing locations in the project area (e.g., 
benches, park), and concluded that no significant impact to scenic views would result due 
to the project. As such, the project would not result in an inconsistency with the policy 
direction for maintaining vista points where public use has been established. 

 
11. Commissioner Lodge asked if the proposed solar panels were included in the 

photosimulations included in the EIR. 
 
 As depicted by EIR Figure 3.3-1 (Site Plan) the proposed solar panels would be 

incorporated into the eves of the residence and would be located along the east and south 
sides of the structure.  The building eves are not a prominent structural element of the 
proposed residence and are difficult to discern in the photosimulations provided by EIR 
Figures 5.1-5, 7 and 9.  However, the eves of the proposed residence are shown on the 
structure elevations provided by EIR Figures 3.3-2 and 3.3-3.  As shown, the solar panels 
would not be a visually prominent element of the project, and by integrating the panels 
into the structure’s eves they would not result in significant glare or other visual impacts. 
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12. Commissioner Thompson indicated that the depiction of the top of coastal bluff in 

the Second Revised Draft EIR was erroneous where it is shown going down the 
slope towards Lighthouse Creek and instead should connect to the top of the 
Lighthouse Creek Canyon.   

 
 The existing top of bluff depicted on EIR Figure 5.2-1 (Revised Top of Bluff Location) 

depicts the current top of bluff and reflects existing conditions at the project site.  The 
EIR (page 5.2-4) provides the following description of the revised top of bluff location: 

 
“The location of the top of bluff was re-evaluated by Earth Systems Pacific (2013a) and 
determined to be located south of and adjacent to the proposed building pad, generally 
following the location of an existing concrete curb and drainage swale.  At the 
southeastern corner of the paved area, the bluff top follows a moderately broad ridgeline 
that trends down to the mouth of Lighthouse Creek.  This top of bluff location is 
consistent with the Coastal Commission definition that refers to the “landward edge of 
the topmost riser.” 

 
As depicted on EIR Figure 5.2-1, the designated top of bluff follows the distinct break in 
topography that occurs on the project site south of and adjacent to the proposed building 
pad, then follows that break in slope as it plunges steeply to towards Lighthouse Creek.  
California Coastal Commission geologist Mark Johnsson (2013) has reviewed the revised 
top of bluff location and indicated that he concurs with the revised location.   

 
13. Commissioner Schwartz requested additional analysis of project-related vehicle and 

pedestrian issues related to the width of the easements that provide access to the 
project site. 

 
 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5: Access to the Project Site and to the Beach. 
 
14. Commissioner Schwartz stated that she was not confident that adequate 

information is available to evaluate the likelihood of slope instability at the project 
site.   

 
 As described by the Revised Initial Study and the EIR, the stability of slopes located on 

the project property have been studied extensively.  Some of the studies that have been 
prepared include:  

  
 A peer review by Dr. Anikouchine (2005) of 17 previous geological reports and 

studies prepared for the project site (Revised Initial Study, Exhibit E). 
 A geological inspection trench constructed and evaluated (Anikouchine, 2009) at 

the project site (EIR Appendix B). 
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 A site-specific slope stability evaluation (Anikouchine, 2011) that determined the 
project site slope would remain stable after the addition of a new residence (EIR 
Appendix C). 

 An evaluation of the stability of the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope (Earth 
Systems Pacific, 2013) that determined the canyon slope is stable (EIR Appendix 
E). 
 

In regard to the 2011 and 2013 evaluations of on-site slope stability, those reports were 
reviewed and accepted as adequate by the California Coastal Commission staff geologist.   
 
Guidance regarding how much information is sufficient to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts of a project is provided by CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 
(Standards for Adequacy of an EIR), which states in part: “An evaluation of the 
environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of 
an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible.  Disagreement among 
experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points 
of disagreement among the experts.  The courts have looked not for perfection but for 
adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.”   
 
The Revised Initial Study and EIR have provided substantial evidence related to the 
geological conditions at the project site consistent with the requirements described by 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15151.  The evidence provided indicates that the project 
would not result in significant slope stability-related impacts. State and City Building 
Code requirements further ensure that project design is based on geologic and soils 
engineering using State safety criteria. Per geologic report recommendations, a qualified 
engineering geologist would also oversee earthwork and foundation installation.   
 

15. Commissioner Schwartz requested that a written opinion from the California 
Coastal Commission be provided regarding updated information included in the 
Second Revised Draft EIR.   

 
Please refer to the comment letter dated December 1, 2016 (Comment Letter No. 2) 
submitted by the Coastal Commission regarding the Second Revised Draft EIR.  This 
letter does not express concerns regarding the adequacy of the information used by the 
EIR to evaluate the environmental impacts of the proposed project for geologic and 
visual effects.  
 

16. Commissioner Pujo requested additional information related to the use of landscape 
irrigation at the project site.   

 
 Ornamental landscaping proposed for the project site would be limited and consist 

primarily of trees along the northern project site property line, and ground cover and 
shrubs along a proposed drainage swale.  The long-term irrigation requirements of these 
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areas would not be extensive and it is unlikely that irrigation would result in saturated 
soil conditions that could contribute to significant slope stability impacts.  The most 
extensive planting that would occur on the project site would be the restoration of an 
approximately 8,000 square foot area that would be planted with native plant species.  
After an initial period of irrigation to establish the plants, irrigation would no longer be 
required and mitigation measure BIO-3 requires that temporary irrigation in the 
restoration area be removed after one full season of plant growth.   
 

17. Commissioner Pujo requested additional information regarding the proposed use of 
caissons to support the proposed residence, and the potential for the caissons to 
adversely affect slope stability at the project site.   

 
The foundation for the proposed residence would be supported by 17 drilled caissons.  
Eleven  of the caissons would be located on the relatively level portion of the project site 
and six  would be located on the Lighthouse Creek canyon slope.  No caissons would be 
located on the ocean bluff located on the southern portion of the project site.  All of the 
proposed caissons would extend through the artificial fill material that has been deposited 
over the proposed building area and would be anchored into competent bedrock beneath 
the fill material.  The depth of the fill material varies in the proposed building area, but 
on the level portion of the site the material is approximately four (4) feet in depth, and on 
the Lighthouse Creek Canyon slope the fill material is approximately 1.5 to 2.5 feet in 
depth (Earth Systems Pacific, 2013b).  Therefore, the depth of the proposed caissons 
would vary but in general they would extend on the order of seven to eight feet below the 
existing ground surface. The eleven caissons that would be installed on the relatively 
level portion of the proposed building site would not result in ground disturbance that 
would have the potential to result in increased slope instability.  The six caissons that 
would be installed on the Lighthouse Creek Canyon slope would be relatively shallow 
and located on a slope that has been determined to be stable (Earth Systems Pacific, 
2013b).  Therefore, the proposed foundation caissons would not result in significant slope 
stability impacts.   
 
Caissons would be drilled using a typical truck-mounted or track-mounted caisson drill 
rig.  An auger (rather than a bucket) would be powered by the drill rig to excavate the 
holes.  If neither a truck- nor a track-mounted rig could access the hole locations, a crane-
mounted rig could be used to better reach the hole locations.  As soil is removed from the 
each caisson excavation, a backhoe or small excavator would be used to pick up the 
cuttings and load them into a small truck for removal from the site.  At the completion of 
each hole, the drill rig would be used to lift and set the reinforcement steel into the holes.  
Concrete would then be pumped to the project site and placed in each hole. 
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